



ractice 
1imum 
0 com. 
k also 
terest, 
for its 
itings, 
ion of 
id the 
ers of 


ger. 
r] 
rR; 
Cy 


q. 


miser, 
ale of 
sounts 


AFI 
folio, 
rinted 


LTS 


JILD- 
aphed 


mn the 


diate 
TION 
T my 
RES 
igned 


The Solicitors’ Journal. 


LONDON, JULY 12, 1884. 








CURRENT TOPICS. 





Mrz. Justice Cuirry has been occupied with the hearing of a 
motion which has lasted already twelve days, and he has intimated 
_ 2 will not hear any more witness causes before the Long 

acation. 





Tne Srrrrrp Lanny Birt received the Royal Assent last 
week, and important changes (to which, as set forth in the Bill 
when first introduced, we referred in detail, ante, p. 472) are now 
made as to the notices required to be given under section 45, and 
ae to settlements by way of trust for sale under section 63. But, 
as the Act is not yet in print, we are unable to give this week any 
statement of the exact shape in which the changes are carried out. 





We wave several times referred to the inconvenience likely to 
arise from the sittings of the Court of Appeal No. 1 during the 
circuits. On Tuesday the question came before the court, on an 
application by Mr. Garysrorp Bruce, Q.C., to postpone an appeal 
on the ground that the counsel engaged would be away on circuit, 
end that both parties had agreed to the postponement. The 
Master of the Rolls said, ‘“‘We cannot allow this court to be 
closed, but as far as, and as long as, we can, we are anxious to 
meet the convenience of counsel. But counsel ought not to agree 
to postpone cases over the whole assizes. Where counsel are 
unable to get back to town, we must do everything to assist them, 
subject to this, that the business of the court must goon. If 
counsel can get back, they ought to do so. If you will hand us 
the names of the cases we will do our best for you.” 





Mr, Justice Manisty, who is not a very warm friend of the 
recent changes, told the Grand Jury at Newcastle on Tuesday 
that the Judicature Act had ‘‘ doubled the cost of litigation ” ; 
and Lord Cotermper, who was one of the authors of that Act, was 
constrained to admit, in his speech in the House of Lords on 
Thursday week, that ‘‘ he was informed by some leading solicitors 
whom he had questioned that since the Judicature Act the costs 
in common law cases had at least doubled.” This is a melancholy 
account of the effect of changes which were advocated in the 
interest of suitors, but it is an illustration of the results of 
legislation carried out by eminent individuals ignorant of a great 
part of the practical side of litigation. The authors of the 
Judicature Act, and in a great measure the judges who have 
enacted the procedure, have, until recently, refused to acknow- 
ledge the truth of the suggestion made by the Procedure Com- 
mittee of the Incorporated Law Society in their report, that “the 
only proper, and, indeed, the only effectual, way to lessen expense 
is to lessen the amount of work to be done, not to lessen the 
remuneration for the work which must necessarily be done.” It 
would appear, however, that at length the force’ of this observa- 
tion has in some degree become apparent to the authorities, and in 
the new Judicature Bill we have an attempt to diminish the 
number of appeals from chambers in common law cases. In other 
respects, we observe also that attention has been paid to the 
admirable report of the Incorporated Law Society’s Procedure 
Committee. The proposals of the Bill as to official referces are, to 
a considerable extent, based upon their suggestions. 








a deed of assignment for the general benefit of his creditors, to 
which, however, all the creditors had not assented, and the debtor 
was subsequently adjudicated bankrupt upon the act of bankruptcy 


committed by the execution of the assignment. The official 
receiver having been appointed trustee (the assets being estimated 
at less than £300 in value), has now, as he then intimated he 
should probably do, moved the court for an order against the 
trustee under the deed of assignment, requiring him to hand over 
all the moneys he received thereunder, and disallowing any pay- 
ments made by him in respect of the estate. The case came before 
the judge of the Manchester County Court last week, and a report 
of the proceedings will be found in another column. In the result 
the judge made an order in the terms prayed, with costs; so that, 
if the order should be sustained on appeal, the estate will be aug- 
mented to the extent of nearly £300 at the expense of the trustec. 
It is satisfactory to know that it is intended to take the case on 
appeal ; for, whether the decision be right or wrong as a question 
of law, the effect of it most certainly is to create a monstrous hardship 
upon the trustee, and to benefit the estate, in a way in which it is 
not, as it seems to us, entitled to be benefited, athis expense. But 
the decision is useful in exposing a danger to be avoided in attempts 


to pene 4 through private arrangements. An absolute assign- 
ment froma debtor should not be ot be taken until the creditors hive 
all assented thereto, or unless it be of more importance to protect 





t prope y against an execution or other _process_than to 
avoid the committing of an act of bankruptcy; in which 
latter case the trustee will have to be careful not to pay 
away any moneys on account of the estate until three months 
have expired. If it should be deemed desirable to obtain posses- 
sion of the debtor’s estate, and to maintain control over it on 
behalf of creditors, this might, perhaps, be done by a deed of 
licence from the debtor, containing powers to that effect, and also 
containing an irrevocable power of attorney to some two or three 
of the principal creditors, or anyother person, to execute an 
assignment whenever they or he should deem it desirable. This is 
one course which might be adopted ; but no doubt the ingenuity 
of the profession will discover other methods of avoiding the 
danger exposed by the case in question. 





Cravse 10 of the new Judicature Bill deals with appeals from 
awards upon compulsory references. One of the rules made in 
1883 (ord. 59, r. 8) provides that, ‘‘ where a compulsory reference 
to arbitration has been ordered, any party to such reference may 
appeal from the award of the arbitrator or referee upon any ques- 
tion of law” to a divisional court. Prior to this rule there had 
been no such appeal, and it is, perhaps, doubtful whether the rule, 
in giving an appeal, was not ultra vires. The Common Law Pro- 
cedure Act, 1854, appears to give a limited appeal only, section 4 
giving the court power to direct the arbitrator to state a case 
‘“‘upon a question of law fit to be decided by the court” ; section 
5 giving the arbitrator a completely discretionary power to state 
case ; and section 9 providing for applications to set aside an award, 
which applications could only be made on the ground of improper 
conduct of the arbitrator and similar grounds. By the 10th clause 
of the Bill it is proposed that the provisions of section 45 of the 
Judicature Act, 1873, as to appeals from petty sessions and county 
courts, shall extend and apply to all appeals “from any award or 
certificate of a referee or arbitrator when there has been a com- 
pulsory reference to arbitration in any cause or matter in the 
Queen’s Bench Division.” This clause, besides impliedly giving the 
right of appeal in every case, if it did not exist already, to the 
High Court, will have the effect of giving a further a by 
leave to the Court of Appeal, and a still further appeal by right 


we RECENILY reported (anée, p. 479) some remarks made by the; under section 3 of the Appellate Jurisdiction Act, 1876, to the 
official receiver at Manchester in a case where a debtor hadexecutcd House of Lords. It may be doubted whether so wide a power of 
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appeal in references is desirable or in harmony with the spirit of 
the rest of the Bill. 





Awyortter ciavst to which attention should be called is the 16th, 
by which it is proposed that any proceeding by way of .inter- 
pleader, in which the amount or value of the matter in dispute 
does not exceed £500, may, if it shall appear to the court ora 
judge that it ‘‘may be more conveniently tried and determined in 
a county court,” be transferred by order ‘‘ to any county court in 
which an action or proceeding might have been brought by any 
one or more of the parties to such interpleader against the others 
or other of them, if there had been a trust to be executed concern- 
ing the matter in question.” The order of transfer is to have the 
same effect as if it had been for the transfer of a suit under section 
8 of the County Courts Act, 1867, whereby chancery suits may 
(without any limit of amount) be transferred to county courts, 
‘Cand the parties thereto shall have the same right of appeal as 
they would have if the proceedings had been commenced in a 
county court.” It is added, however, that the county court 
‘shall have jurisdiction to proceed in the same manner as in the 
case of an interpleader proceeding under section 31 of the last- 
mentioned Act’ (of 1867). Upon reference to section 31 of the 
Act of 1867, we find that it provides for an adjudication of the 
matters in dispute by the county court judge, ‘‘ whose order shall 
be final and conclusive, unless the decision of the court shall be 
appealed from.” The result of transferring interpleader proceed- 
ings of any importance to county courts would usually be that they 
would come back by way of appeal, and we would su ggest that the 
limit of £500 is far too high. 





Coronet Leacn appears to have discovered, since writing the letter 
propounding his great scheme for registration of titles, the correct- 
ness of the obvious suggestion we ventured to make last week that 
“*a solicitor would necessarily have to be employed to conduct each 
case before the Land Court’; and he writes another letter to the 
Times to announce, amongst other things, this important discovery. 
But the gallant colonel does not think that fhis impeaches, in any 
degree, the correctness of his conclusion that ‘‘for sums not ex- 
ceeding the aggregate amounts now payable on the occasion of 
sales or mortgages, absolute titles might be obtained ” ; for “it 

‘was not intended to convey that the whole of the sums mentioned 
would be paid to a court.”’ It now appears, however, that ‘‘the 
sums mentioned” included the total commission payable by both 
sides on a purchase or mortgage, including both negotiating fees. So 
his argument is that an owner of property will be willing to pay 
for the advantages attending an absolute title to land worth say 
£5,000, £170. Considering that in the case supposed the property 
owner, with his present title, will only, in all probability, have to 
pay £45 to his solicitor on a sale by private contract, the induce- 
ment held out to him to rush to the Land Court does not seem to 
be very overwhelming. If the colonel means that, in case of a sale, 
vendor and purchaser will resort to the Land Court, his argument 
is obviously wholly inapplicable, for in that case they will have to 
pay the fees of the court, plus all the remuneration to their solici- 
tors, according tothe scale. It would be well if the gallant colonel, 
before he again sits down to build a scheme for registration of 
titles, would ‘‘ count the cost” with a little more care and definite- 
ness. 








In the House of Commons on Tuesday, Mr. S. Leighton asked the 
Secretary to the Treasury whether, with a view of preventing undue ex- 
pectations being aroused among claimants, he would direct that, in the 
future lists of dormant funds in chancery, an asterisk shall be placed 
before every title to the credit of- which not more than £150 is standing. 
Mr. Courtney said the suggestion of the hon. member will be favourably 
considered before the next list is issued. 


The Pal! Mali Gazette says that, ‘‘ In consequence of the accumulation 
of legal work at the chambers of the chancery judges, and the difficulty 
in Fae ey ame 0 actions to trial quickly, a committee is to be appointed 
to iny into the subject.. It is understood that judges, Queen’s coun- 
cillors, barristers, and solicitors will be represented on the Committee of 








THE MEANING OF THE TERM 
‘ FRAUD.” 


Tue case of Smith v. Chadwick (82 W. R. 687, L. R. 9 App. Cas, 
187), recently decided by the House of Lords, is one which in- 
volved questions of considerable interest andimportance. There has 
been a good deal of controversy and discussion on various occasions 
as to the supposed difference between so-called ‘‘legal fraud” 
and ‘‘ moral fraud,” and between the doctrines of law and equity 
on this subject. We made some observations on this topic in 
commenting on the case of Joliffev. Baker (L. R. 11 Q. B. D. 255), 
decided in the course of last year. It was there held, in an action for 
damages for misrepresentation with regard to the subject-matter of 
acontract, that, in the absence of any breach of contract or warranty, 
moral fraud is an essential element of the cause of action. The 
same controversy took place in the case of Smith v. Chadwick, in- 
volving much the same arguments as in the case of Joliffe v. Baker. 
It can hardly be said that the decision ultimately establishes the 
correctness of Joliffe v. Baker; but there are expressions used by 
the learned law lords which seem to us to tend very strongly to 
confirm the view there taken, if, indeed, any confirmation of it be 
needed. Under the peculiar circumstances of the case, however, 
no actual decision on the point became necessary, because the 
majority of the law lords ultimately decided that it was not suffi- 
ciently shown that the plaintiff had acted on the statement, whether 
fraudulent or not. 

The facts were these. The prospectus of a company which was 
being formed to take over iron works, contained a statement that 
“the present value of the turnover or output of the entire works 
is over £1,000,000 sterling per annum.” If that statement meant 
that the works had actually in one year turned out produce worth 
at present prices more than a million or at that rate per year, it was 
untrue. If it meant only that the works were capable of turning 
out that amount of produce it was true. In an action of deceit 
brought against those who put forward the prospectus for fraudulent 
misrepresentation whereby the plaintiff was induced to take shares, 
the plaintiff swore, in answer to interrogatories, that he under- 
stood the meaning of the statement to be ‘‘ that which the words 
obviously conveyed,” and at the trial he was not asked, either iu 
examination or cross-examination, what interpretation he had put 
upon the words. It was held by the Lord Chancellor and Lords 
Blackburn and Watson that the statement, taken in connection 
with the context, was ambiguous and capable of the two meanings; 
that it lay on the plaintiff to prove that he had interpreted the 
words in the sense in which they were false, and had, in fact, been 
deceived by them into taking the shares, and that, as he had, asa 
matter of fact, failed to prove this, the action could not be main- 
tained. Lord Bramwell arrived at the same result, but on different 
grounds. He thought that the statement was capable only of the 
meaning in which it was untrue, but that there was not sufficient 
evidence that it was fraudulent on the part of the defendants. Of 
course, the ground on which the majority put the case was, assum- 
ing the correctness of the premiss that the statement was capable of 
either construction, a very plain one. If the plaintiff, on whom 
the burthen of proof lies, fails to show that he understood the 
statement in the sense in which it was untrue, he fails to show that 
he has been deceived; but it must be observed that the converse 
does not follow, and, before the defendant can be rendered liable, 
another question must, in such a case, be inquired into, if moral 
fraud is essential—viz., in what sense the defendant intended the 
statement to be received by the plaintiff; because it follows from 
the proposition that moral fraud is essential to the action that if 
the defendant meant the statement to be received in the sense in 
which it is true he cannot be liable. 

None of the learned ‘law lords forming the majority appear to 
have considered the question guo animo the dvfendants made the 
ambiguous statement, and, no doubt, in the view they took, it 
was unnecessary. Lord Blackburn, however, suggests two possible 
cases in which the intention of the party making the statement 
would be material—viz., (1) where he puts forth a statement which 
he knows may bear two meanings, one of which is false to his 
knowledge, with the intent to lead the other party to act on that 
meaning; and (2) when the party makes a statement which he 
intends to mean one thing only, but which he negligently and 
stupidly sends out in such a shape as to bear another meaning, and 
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the plaintiff acts on that meaning. In the first case his lordship 
came to the conclusion that the party making the statement would 
be liable. It seems to us that the conclusion obviously follows, 
from the general principle that words must be treated, as against 
the party using them, as meaning that which he intended them to 
convey to those to whom he addressed them. The well-known 
suggestion, ‘‘ Don’t put him under the pump,” is an instance in point 
to show that words may really, under certain circumstances, mean, 
in the mouth of the utterer and the ears of the hearers, the very 
contrary of their usual and grammatical meaning. With regard to 
the second case Lord Blackburn did not express any definite opinion. 
He did not think that, in practice, the case was likely to arise, but 
intimated that an action of fraud would not, in his opinion, lie. 
He seems, however, to leave open just a possibility that, under 
some circumstances, an action for gross negligence might, in such 
a case, lie. 

It must be observed, with reference to Smith v. Chadwick, as well 
as Joliffe v. Baker, that the action was an action for damages for 
false representation—the action of deceit, as it was anciently called. 
It was not a question of enforcing specific performance of a con- 
tract against a person who has been misled by a statement that was 
in fact untrue, though not fraudulently made, or of rescinding a con- 
tract procured by such a statement while in an executory state ; and 
it does not appear to us that anything said in Smith v. Chadwick 
could be construed as affording any ground for a forecast as to 
what the House of Lords might hold to be the true doctrine of 
“fraud” or ‘‘ misrepresentation ” for the purposes of equity. We 
use the term ‘‘ equity” advisedly, and notwithstanding the fusion 
of law and equity supposed to be effected by the Judicature Act, 
on account of its convenience, as indicating that the doctrines of 
the Court of Chancery in many cases applied, and still apply, to 
different remedies and modes of procedure from those adopted by 
the common law courts. We believe that the expression, ‘‘ conflict 
between the doctrines of law and equity,” is often loosely used in 
many cases where, on consideration, there is no real conflict of 
doctrine at all, the truth being that the supposed con- 
flicting doctrine of equity did not really originate in, and 
is not applicable with regard to, the same _ circumstances 
or class of remedy as the common law doctrine. For 
instance, taking an example from the present topic, it is one 
thing when two contracting parties have performed their contract, 
acting on the basis and assumption that the contract is good and 
valid, and forms the measure of their liabilities in/er se, quoad the 
subject-matter, that one of them should afterwards turn round and 
sue the other for damages, though he has committed neither moral 
wrong nor breach of contract ; it is quite another thing where, a 
contract remaining unperformed and the parties in statu quo, or 
substantially so, one party says that he has been misled by the 
representation of the other, though innocently made, and that, 
under the circumstances, it is fair that the bargain should be off, 
and the parties be relegated to their previous position. It seems 
to us possible that the word ‘‘fraud,” as used in equity decisions 
on this subject, may sometimes really mean that, under the circum- 
stances, it is fraudulent, not to have made the statement, but 
to be enforcing the bargain based upon it. If the plaintiff 
chooses to hold by the contract, or where the other side has 
already performed the whole or -a substantial part of it, it 
may well be that the plaintiff, so holding by the contract or 
having enjoyed the benefit of it, cannot, in the absence of fraud, 
sue for damages for misrepresentation. But where completion has 
not taken place, and nothing or little has been done under the 
contract, so that the position of the parties has not been substan- 
tially changed, it may be that it would be the real justice of the 
case that the contract should be rescinded where -one party has 
misled the other by a false statement innocently made. 

We express no opinion what the true equitable doctrine of 
fraud may be ultimately held to be with regard to its effect in 
cases where performance of an executory contract is sought to be 
enforced, but we anticipate that the courts have not heard the end 
of the supposed conflict between law and equity on the subject 
of fraud, and that the fusion in this respect will yet take some 
working out. 








A new odical, entitled the Law Quarterly Review, is announced to 
@ppear in January next. . : 


THE BOARD OF TRADE UPON THE WORK- 
ING OF THE NEW BANKRUPTCY ACT. 


By section 131 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, the Board of Trade are 
required to cause a general annual report of all matters, judicial and 
financial, within the Act to be prepared and laid before both Houses 
of Parliament. The first of these reports, which, however, covers a 
iod of three months only—viz., up to the 31st of March last—has 
presented. It consists of a short report signed by Sir T. H. 
— = eet g to the Board, we to the Presi- 
ent, and a much more lengthy report signed by Mr. J. Smith, the 
Inspector-General in Bankrupt , directed to the Secretary. In the 
former Sir T. H. Farrer deals chiefly with the appointment of officers 
of the Board under the Act ; explains the arrangements made in this 


respect, and refers to the report of the r-General for infor- 
mation as to the working of the Act. Probably the most interesting, 
if not the most important, part of Sir T. H. Farrer’s report is ‘the 


information it contains that ‘‘it is proposed, as soon as sufficient 
experience has been acquired, to consider whether any and what 
amendments can be made, either in the rules or in the table of fees.” 
Both of them are certainly open to improvement. 

The report of the Inspector-General, with the appendix, extends 
to sixteen foolscap pages of print, and covers most of the points 
under the Act ry ey which information is likely to be sought. 
The first point dealt with is as to the operation of section 162, 
relating to unclaimed and undistributed dividends and funds under 
former Acts. This provision came into operation on the ing of 
the Act, and Mr. Smith informs us that up to the 31st of March last 
it had resulted in £180,507 being paid into the Bankruptcy Estates 
Account by 1,213 trustees in respect of about 10,500 estates. A 
critical comparison of this amount with the ‘‘ untold millions” which 
were represented to be in the hands of trustees prior to the i 
of the Act, is anticipated by Mr. Smith, who accounts for the differ- 
ence in the following manner :—Referring to a remark by the late 
Comptroller in Bankruptcy, that the amount of undistributed moneys 
in the hands of trustees in liquidation under the late Act was prob- 
ably not less than three to four millions, Mr. Smith states that such 
remark ‘‘ may have given rise to the impression that a sum approxi- 
mate to this would be recoverable under section 162. But the p- 
troller’s estimate referred to the total funds in the hands of trustees 
at any given date, whilst the funds which were required by section 
162 to be paid into the Bankruptcy Estates Account were only such 
funds as, at the date of the passing of the Act, and subsequently, 
had remained undistributed for two years and upwards, or, in case of 
dividends, for six months and upwards. It will be readily under- 
stood that these two classes of funds are very different things, and 
that the undistributed funds and dividends must necessarily form but 
a small proportion of the total funds in the hands of trustees. Under 
ordi circumstances the realized funds of an insolvent estate 
should and would be distributed 1 before the expiry of two 
years from the date of their receipt, and it would only be in cases of 
an exceptional character that any funds would remain unap 

riated after that date.” The explanation is creditable to A 

mith’s ingenuity, but it is not convincing. There is no doubt 
whatever that the remark of the late on Sg in erry tn | was 
made in the sense in which it was pop y understood at the time, 
and was in the same sense ecg — as an argument in favour 
of the system now introduced. [If it been understood only in the 
sense contended for by Mr. Smith, its value as an ent would 
have been very much diminished. Mr. Smith asserts that the 
vision has had : the effect of accelerating the distribution of funds in 
hand and the closing of debtors’ estates, and thus has resulted in a 
very considerable to creditors. This, however, is.only a matter 
of conjecture on his part, based upon what appears to us to be the 
slightest possible foundation. 

The next point taken up by Mr. Smith is what he calls the 
‘‘indirect results of investigations into transactions under the late 
Act.” Under this head he deals with the questions of (1) costs of 
liquidations by arrangement under the late Act, and (2) the creditor’s 
control over the administration. With regard to the costs of liquida- 
tion, he states that, out of 4,143 cases in respect of which 
the Board of Trade have had returns from trustees, 1,983, or 
nearly 48 per cent., have paid no dividend whatever, and that 
the costs in estates of less than £300 amount on an ero 3 
to 64 cent. of the net, and 50 per cent. of the gross, 
seeing. Wig’ Save ust aauen te uote all the figures given by 
Mr. Smith; but must content o ves with those upon which he 
appears to base his arguments and conclusions in favour of the work- 
ing of the new Act as com with that of 1869. In a subsequenf 


part of his report Mr. Smi' ne ee 
tration of estates under £300, under the new A 
little less than 27 per cent. This caleulation, however, he 


admits, is based upon 





returns of an incom nature, but 
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tends that more complete returns will 
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that average poaatinee of cost. Comparing the costs under the 
new. Act with those under the late Act, it appears that the trustees’ 
rémuneration in liquidations under £300, ‘andl? the late Act, amounted 
to 14} per cent, and the law and other costs, including fees, to 36} 
per cent., whilst under the new Act, in similar cases, the official 
costs, including fees, amount to 15 per cent., and the law and other 
costs to 12 per cent. upon the gross assets realized, Undoubtedly, 
under the late Act the costs of small estates were unnecessarily heavy, 
atid we have always admitted this fact. If, therefore, the new Act 
did not result in a very considerable improvement in this respect, 
there would not be a single redeeming feature connected with it. But 
we have always been of opinion that this result might as easily and 
more beneficially have been effected by a simple amendment of the 
old system, without the resuscitation of a long-condemned officialism. 

ing to the larger estates, where the assets exceed £300, Mr. 
Smith remarks, ‘It is impossible, as yet, to furnish any reliable 
details of the actual expenditure, but there is no reason to suppose 
that they will not likewise exhibit a substantial reduction.” Mr. 
Smith is ine; but we confess we shall require the proof of 
experience before we take the same view. 


With t to the control of the creditors over the administration 
_ under the late Act, Mr. Smith remarks that ‘‘in theory the Act of 
1869 gave the creditors full control over the administration of estates ; 
but an examination of the actual proceedings in liquidations by 
arrangement leads, especially as regards small estates, to the follow- 
ing conclusion, . . that the control of creditors was of a very 
slender description, and this chiefly because, while the Act of 1869 
and the relative rules contained many useful safeguards in their 
interest, it entirely failed to provide the requisite official machinery 
for enforcing them.” As one of the principal officials under the new 
Act, it is only to be expected that Mr. Smith should champion the 
system of officialism established by it; but surely if the late Act con- 
tained all the elements of success, except only efficient means of en- 
forcing its provisions, this defect might have m remedied without 
entirely abolishing the old system and setting up a new one, the 
leading principle in which appears to be that creditors and everybody 
else interested in an insolvency are to take up a very subordinate posi- 
tion to the officials of the Board of Trade. 


But itis probable that the part of Mr. Smith’s report which will 
be with the most interest by the members of the legal profession 
will be that in which he deals with the reduction in the number of 

itions in court, and attempts to account for this reduction. We 
ire to do full justice to Mr. Smith upon this point, and we 
fore quote his remarks thereon at length :— 


* Perhaps the most noticeable feature in connection with the working of 
the new Act, so far as it has yet gone, is the great falling off in the total 
namber of insolvencies brought within its operation as compared with those 
dealt with under the old Act. Thus, while the total number under the 
Act of 1869 during the year 1883 was 8,555, and the average annual num- 
ber during the last five years was 10,149, the number under the new Act 
(whether calculated to the end of the quarter or to the present date) is 
only at the rate of about 3,000 per annum. It would be unsafe to draw 
any decided conclusions from these figures as to the probable number of 
insolvencies in the future. Several causes have probably combined to re- 
dace the number, and some of these causes may prove to be of a temporary 
character. For some years past a process of restriction in credit has been 
going on which has tended to uce the number of traders carrying on 
business on borrowed or insufficient capital, and it is possible that under any 
circumstances a reduction would have been effected even without the 
operation of a new Bankruptcy Act. If it be said that this cause failed to 
manifest itself by exhibiting any marked reduction during the past year, 
it must be borne in mind that the number of insolvencies disclosed during 
that year was probably greater than it would have been but for the fact 
that a new and more stringent system of bankruptcy administration had 
been for some time anticipated, and the probability is that a considerably 

number of debtors availed themselves under these circumstances of 

the facilities afforded by the Act of 1869 in its closing years than would 
otherwise have been the case. Although the state of trade throughout the 
country may not be satisfactory, yet there are indications, especially in 
the manufacturing districts, that actual insolvency was less prevalent at 
the beginning of the year 1884 than it had been for some considerable 
iously. It is also probable that as the facilities afforded by the 

Act of 1869 for obtaining release from debt without personal inconvenience 
became more eee known, a resort to this procedure was increasingly 
developed, and that many cases of preventibie insolvency thus helped in the 
later years to swell the totals. It is true that the number of insolvencies 
during 1883 showed a large falling off as compared with those of some 
Mill wide A ; for example, the year 1879, when the total number 
to 13,132; but when it is borne in mind that the latter year 
immediately followed a period of great inflation in credit, while the year 
1883 was the latest of a series of years during which credit was greatly re- 
stricted, the chief cause for surprise would perhaps be that the number of 
failures in the latter year sho have been so great. It must also be 
berne in mind that, in calculating the number of cases during the earlier 
partof the year, no allowance has been made for those cases pending at its 
commencement, in which adjudications have subsequently been made or 
ie for composition or liquidation have been passed, under the Act 
of 1869, and which under ordinary circumstances would be included in the 


returns of the present year. It is, therefore, not improbable that the re- 
turns of subsequent years, or even of the later portion of the present year, 
may exhibit a larger annual proportion of cases than appears in the pre. 
sent returns. After making every allowance, however, for these and other 
exceptional circumstances, it is manifest that there has been a large 
diminution in the number of insolvencies, which can only be accounted for 
by the operation of the new Act. It has, however, been argued in some 
quarters that the apyerent falling off in the number of current insolvencies 
is mainly due to the large increase of private arrangements betwixt debtors 
and their creditors outside the sphere of the Act. To some extent this 
may have been the case, but there is no evidence that this cause can have 
had any large influence on the result. It is well known that such arrange. 
ments have always taken place, and in some trades to a large extent, 
For example, it appears from a circular issued by an association of traders 
engaged in the grocery trade that during the three months ending 31st 
March, 1883, 99 private arrangements were effected in that trade, while 
during the same period in 1884 the‘number of such arrangements was 112, 
thus showing only a very moderate increase. Again, from a return 
furnished by the Manchester Trade Protection Society, a body consisting 
of upwards of 3,000 subscribers, it appears that during four months in the 
present year their agents attended meetings of creditors in 39 estates 
(including both private arrangements and proceedings under the Act), 
whereas in the same period in 1883 they attended meetings in 101 estates. 
It will be observed that the decrease in the total number of cases here 
coincides very closely with the total decrease in insolvencies under the new 
Act. Itis true that an analysis of these meetings shows, in the Man- 
chester case, a considerable increase in the proportion of private arrange- 
ments, and other evidence also bears out the idea that in the trade of 
‘* Manchester warehousemen’”’ and in the drapery trade there has been a 
larger development of private arrangements than in other branches of 
industry. The opinion of Mr. Motteram, Q.C., the judge of the Birming- 
ham County Court, who has taken much trouble in investigating this 
question, and has collected a considerable amount of information regarding 
it, both in his own and in other districts, which he has been good enough 
to place at the disposal of the Department, is very decided ‘that such 
arrangements are very little on the increase, since the new Bankruptcy Act 
came into operation in January last,’ while at the same time, he adds, that 
‘the information from all parts of the kingdom prove to my mind that the 
new Act is doing good work, and I am persuaded that, as it gets better 
known and understood, its real value will be appreciated.’ It is evident, 
however, that the influences at work in promoting private arrangements 
are likely from various causes to increase with the increased efficiency of 
any legal system of bankruptcy administration. Oreditors as well as 
debtors sometimes desire to avoid the publicity given to their mutual trans- 
actions by a stringent inquiry in open court, whilst those parties whose 
interests are identified with the work of administration, and “the expendi- 
ture connected with it, seek to withdraw that expenditure from control; 
and in cases where there is no‘sinister motive of any kind, and no circum- 
stances of which the exposure is dreaded, creditors will not unfrequently 
prefer a private arrangement to what they believe to be the more cumbrous 
forms of legal and official procedure, in some cases, it may be, with full 
knowledge of the consequences, in others in ignorance of the disadvantages 
by which such arrangements are sometimes accompanied.”’ 

We have only to say upon this that a more laboured argument it 
would be difficult to imagine. If, however, it satisfies Mr. Smith and 
the Board of Trade, we do not think the profession have any cause to 
interfere. They are under no obligation to confer with the Board of 
Trade as to the propriety of their endeavouring to carry private 
arrangements. 

The report further deals shortly with a number of other subjects— 
viz., the control exercised by creditors under the new Act, the limi- 
tation of special proxies, compositions, trustees, the security to be 
given by them and their remuneration, the committee of inspection, 
and the public examination and discharge of the debtor, the whole 
purport of the report upon these subjects being to sing the praises of 
the new over the old system. With respect to special proxies, Mr. 
Smith states that the Board of Trade are endeavouring to mitigate 
the inconveniences alleged to have resulted from the rules regulating 
them as far as they can, but without abandoning the precautions in- 
sisted upon by Parliament, and he suggests that ‘“‘ something may be 
done in this direction by creditors themselves giving their instructions 
to the official receiver, and appointing him their general proxy.” 

The report concludes with an elaborate defence of the costs of ad- 
ministration under the new Act to which we have already referred, 
and of the percentages allowed to the Board of Trade by the author- 
ized scale of fees. As this subject has been so often commented upon 
in these columns, we do not think our readers will care to be treated 
to a further disquisition upon it. There is nothing in Mr. Smith’s 
remarks which throws any additional light upon the subject. 








The office of secondary to the Corporation of London, whose principal 
functions consist in the conducting of parliamentary elections and the 
empannelling of jurors, has become vacant by the resignation of Mr. 
Henry De Jersey, solicitor, of Gresham-street West, who has held it since 
1871. There are already two candidates—Mr. George Rose Innes, jun., 
a leading member of the Common Council; and Mr. Thomas Roderick, 
the chief clerk to Mr. Deputy De Jersey. The office is in the gift of the 
Court of Common Counell. 




















the word “ shall” no doubt in theory imposes an clienien not im- 
posed by the more general section 35 of the Act of 1878, which is 
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PUBLIC HEALTH, 


47 Vict. c. 12,—An Act TO AMEND THE PuBLIC HEALTH Act, 
1875, 80 FAR AS RELATES TO THE CONFIRMATION OF BYE-LAWs. 
[19th May, 1884.] 


The Public Health Act, 1875, contains very numerous provisions as 
to bye-laws, and these provisions are of two distinct kinds. First, 
there are those contained directly in the Act, such as those under 
section 157, with respect to the construction of new streets. 
Secondly, there are those contained indirectly only in the Act, by 
reason of the incorporation therein of other Acts, in which, and not 
in the Public Health Act, the various details as to confirmation are 
contained. It is only with the second kind that the present Act 
deals, and that for an obvious reason. The details affecting the first 
kind, being contained in one and the same Act, are uniform, the 
Local Government Board (see section 184), being the confirm. 
ing authority in every case. The details affecting the second 
kind, being contained in many Acts, are dissimilar from each other, 
and also from those contained in the Public Health Act. In one 
case, for instance, where the bye-law was made under the Towns 
Improvement Act, the confirmation of a judge of a superior court or 
a court of quarter sessions was required. The present Act introduces 
an obviously desirable uniformity by substituting, in all cases pro- 
spectively, and in most cases retrospectively, the Local Government 
Board as the confirming authority for the confirming authority 
named in each particular “‘ incorporated enactment.” These “ in- 
corporated enactments” are :—Section 128 of the Towns Improve- 
ment Clauses Act, 1847, by which bye-laws may be made as to 
slaughter-houses, incorporated by section 169 of the Act of 1875; 
sections 68 and 69 of the Town Police Clauses Act, 1847, by which 
bye-laws may be made as to hackney carriages and public bathing, 
incorporated by section 171 of the Act of 1875; and section 42 of the 
Markets and Fairs Clauses Act, 1847, by which bye-laws may be 
made for the regulation of markets, incorporated by section 167 of 
the Act of 1875. It is very properly provided that bye-laws already 
made and confirmed under any of the incorporated enactments are not 
to require any further confirmation under the new Act; and further, 
that future bye-laws under any of the incorporated enactments, if, by 
the incorporation thereof with any local Act, no confirmation at all 
shall be required, shall not need any confirmation under the new Act 
either. We have said that the Local Government Board is substituted 
as the confirming authority retrospectively in most cases only. This 
qualification is necessary, hecause in the case of bye-laws confirmed 
poor to the 19th of August, 1871, the Secretary of State, and not the 

1 Government Board, is made the proper confirming authority, 
this date being fixed because it was not until 1871 that the Local 
Government Board Act of that year (34 & 35 Vict. c. 70) put the 
Board in the place of a Secretary of State for the purpose of con- 
firming bye-laws and other purposes. Inasmuch as bye laws prop- 
erly confirmed before the Act do not need confirmation under the 
Act, this provision at first sight seems needless, but we have little 
doubt that the intention of the draftsman—ex abundanti cautelad 

ibly—was to provide for the cases where no confirmation had 
obtained for bye-laws made before 1871. The Act is a useful 
one; but its provisions are, we think, somewhat needlessly obscure in 


some respects. 


CONTAGIOUS DISEASES (ANIMALS). 


47 Vicor. o, 13.—ANn Acr TO AMEND THE ConTAGIOUS DIsEAsEs 
(Anrmats) Act, 1878, [19th May, 1884.] 


This is the Act which, more than all others which have yet passed, 
was debated in both Houses of Parliament. The result appearing 
from the Act itself is not of any very great consequence, and, if the 
Privy Council so please, the Act need have hardly any effect at all. 
The lst section enacts that ‘‘the Privy Council may-from time to 
time,” for the purpose of preventing the introduction of foot and 
inouth disease, “ prohibit, whenever they deem it expedient so to do, 
the landing of animals from any foreign country or any specified 
thereof.” ‘This is clearly and expressly a discretionary power. It is 
added, however, that they (the Privy Council) “‘ shall prohibit such 

ding whenever they are not satisfied with to any foreign 
country that, having regard to the sanitary condition of the animals 
therein, or imported therefrom ; to the laws made by such country for 
the regulation of the importation and exportation of animals, for 
the prevention of the introduction and spreading of disease, and to 
the administration of such laws, the circumstances are such as to 
afford reasonable security against the importation therefrom of 
animals affected with foot and mouth disease ” ; and the addition of 


the prevention of the sp: of that disease. But, independently 
of the practically insurmountable difficulty of proving that a publi¢ 
department is “not satisfied that,” &c., there is a ry obstacle to 
enforcing the legal obligation. No mandamus would lie to the Privy 
Council to make the required order. As an indication of an intention; 
however, the enactment may have some use, Other sections of the 
Act extend the provisions of the Act of 1878 as to quarantine in event 
of importation being prohibited (section 2); allow certain orders to bé 
made applicable ed only of a foreign country (section 3), an 
mona ers ty e “ for prohibiting the con ce of animals 
y any specified vessel to or any port in the United Kingdom’ 
) ome 4)—which seems to be the most important section of the 
ct. 





MARRIED WOMEN. 


47 & 48 Vicor. c. 14.—ANn Acr TO AMEND THE SrxTEENTH SEcTIOW 
OF THE MARRIED WoMEN’s PROPERTY Act, 1882. j 
[23rd June, 1884.] 


As is well known, it had been held in Reg. v. Brittleton and Bateg 
(32 W. R. 463, L. R. 12 Q. B. D. 266) that upon the construction of 
the 12th and 16th sections of the Married Women’s Property Act, 
1882, the evidence of a husband was improperly received against his 
wife upon the trial of the wife, jointly with a person with whom she 
had left her husband’s house, for larceny of the husband’s property. 
This was plainly a casus omissus calling for further legislation, and 
the present Act supplies the omission by enacting, ra lengthy 
preamble setting out in common form that ‘‘doubt had arisen,” 
that ‘‘in any such criminal proceeding against a husband or a wife 
as is authorized by the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, the 
husband and wife respectively shall be competent and admissible 
witnesses, and except when defendant, com ble to give evidence.” 
It should be pointed out that the Act does more than supply the 
omission disclosed by Reg. v. Brittleton, inasmuch as by the Act of 
1882, s. 12, the husband and wife are competent witnesses only, and 
are not compellable to give evidence. 
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RECENT DECISIONS. 


COST OF JOURNEYS TO LONDON OF COUNTRY SOLICITOR. 
(In re Storer, Pearson, J., 32 W. R. 767.) 

Tue decision in this case, since the learned judge held, on the evidence, 
that the journeys of the country solicitor had been authorized by his 
client, does not call for special notice, but his observations deserve 
attention. In Re Foster, Ex parte Dickens (26 W. R. 915, L. R. 8 Ch. 
D. 598), Bacon, C.J., refused to alter the decision of the taxing master 
who had allowed the costs of the respondent’s country solicitor who 
had personally attended an appeal, instead of employing a London 
agent; and the learned judge said that “the country solicitor, was 
justified in personally attending the appeal, as he was probably better 
acquainted with the subject-matter than the London agent, and that 
on this principle the allowance was right.” In the present case Mr. _ 
Justice Pearson said :—‘‘ I do not think that the costs of journeys to 
London by a country solicitor ought to be allowed simply on the 
principle that he was probably better acquainted with the subject- 
matter than the London agent. The same principle would apply in 
almost every case. If that were the rule, the powers of the taxing 
masters ought to be altered, and there should be a rule empowering 
them to allow such costs whenever it appears just. But there is no 
such rule at the present time.” If this means that the mere fact that 
the country solicitor is probably better acquainted with the facts of 
the case than the London agent is not sufficient to justify the 
allowance of the costs of the former’s journeys to London, the 
observation is consistent with the rule as laid down before the 
decision of Bacon, C.J. But if it means that under no cireum- 
stances is the knowledge of the solicitor who has worked up 
the case to be taken into account by the taxing master in exercising 
his discretion as to the allowance of the costs of the journeys of 
such solicitor to town, it is in conflict with the decision in Bell v. 
Arthur (20 W. R. 704, L. R. 3 C. P. 320)—a case which does not 
appear to have been brought to the notice of Mr. Justice Pearson. 
In that case a country solicitor, as well as his London agent, attended 








the trial of a cause (a patent case) in London, and the Court of 
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Common Pleas, while affirming the rule that in general the costs of 
attendance of two solicitors should not be allowed, intimated that the 
rule was not inflexible, and that ‘‘ cases may arise in which it is 
necessary that the attorney who has had the conduct of the case from 
its commencement, and is acquainted with all the facts, should be 
present at the trial.” It was, they held, in the discretion of the 
master whether, under all the circumstances of the case, he should 
allow the costs of the country solicitor. In Potter v. Rankin (L. R. 4 
C. P. 76) the master, in the exercise of his discretion, refused to allow 
the costs of the attendance at a trial in London of the managing 
clerk of the defendant’s Liverpool solicitor, who had prepared the 
briefs, and had had the entire management of the case, although it 
‘was sworn that, from the ‘importance and difficulty of the questions 
raised, the defendant could not safely or prudently have allowed the 
trial to take place without his personal attendance. The court 
refused to interfere with the decision of the master, but they based 
their decision entirely on the fact that the master had exercised 
his discretion, and said that, ‘‘if the master had altogether declined 
to exercise a discretion, there might possibly be ground of com- 
plaint.” It is desirable that the rule on this subject should be defi- 
nitely settled ; and, in the meantime, country solicitors who think it 
desirable to attend the hearing of cases in London will do well to 
obtain the written authority of their clients. 








REVIEWS. 


FOREIGN JUDGMENTS, 


THe LAW AND PRACTICE OF THE CoURTS OF THE UNITED KiInc- 
DOM RELATING TO FOREIGN JUDGMENTS, AND PARTIES OUT OF 
THE JURISDICTION. By Francis Taytor PiccGort, Barrister-at- 
Law. W. Clowes & Sons. 


Mr. Piggott has included in this edition the contents of the two 
volumes published by him in the years 1879 and 1881 on the subject 
of Foreign Judgments. He has also added a great deal of new 
matter, and has evidently brought to the study of this recondite 
branch of law much enthusiasm, as well as unwearied research. As 
an example of the thoroughness with which he has done his work, we 
may refer to the concluding chapters on colonial, foreign, and 
American law, where he has collected with praiseworthy industry 
much peertion relating to judgments in the tribunals of the 

countries. 


The fundamental theory of foreign judgments is discussed in these 
pages with learning and acumen ; and, whether the reader accepts or 
rejects Mr. Piggott’s doctrines of ‘‘ Obligation and Comity,” he is 
certain to receive suggestion, and perhaps instruction, from the 
perusal of the first chapter. In the space at our disposal it 
would be impossible to enter into any detailed examination of 
the author’s theory, but we may state in his own words the 
conclusion at which he arrives :—‘‘ There is a legal obligation 
existing against the debtor in the State where the judgment has 
been pronounced ; the obligation has been disobeyed. By reason of 
the debtor's absence from the jurisdiction of its courts, and there 
being no property on which execution can issue, the State is unable 
to enforce the sanction. By virtue of the comity of nations, a forei 
State, to which the debtor has gone, will clothe the obligation 
deprived of its correlative sanction with another sanction auxiliary 
to it, and by so doing will endue it with the power resembling that 
which it has lost.” This is Mr. Piggott’s doctrine of ‘ Obligation 
and Comity,” to which he attaches no little importance. 


It must not, however, be assumed from what we have stated that 
Mr. Piggott ignores the practical applications of his subject. In 
order to make his book complete he devotes a chapter to the theory 
of these jud, ments, but we also find concrete matters like “‘ Res 
judicata,” ‘‘ Lis alibi pendens,” and ‘‘ Service out of the Jurisdiction ” 
adequately considered. We notice that, in many instances, the 
author uses the expression, ‘‘an injunction to restrain the foreign 
suit.” This is misleading, and, though he explains at p. 64 that 
“*more accurately it should be ‘restrain a person from prosecutin 
the suit,’ ” it would have been better if he had used throughout the 
correct expression. 

The index is constructed on a novel and lexing system, subject- 
matters and 286 9 names being arran, yay ky groups ma 
each ‘ine his and the —_ opts the revolutionary expedient of 
prin’ cases in the inner margin opposite the i 
reference to the text. ities ae 


& | tends from ‘“‘ Abstracts” to ‘ 





BANKRUPTCY. 


THE LAW AND PRACTICE OF BANKRUPTCY AND IMPRISONMENT FOR 
DEBT; COMPRISING THE STATUTES, GENERAL RULES AND Forms, 
AND THE Binis oF SALE Acts. Szeconp Epirion. By LAwrorp 
Yate LEE and Henry WACcE, Barristers-at-Law. W. Maxwell & 
Son. 


This second edition of Mr. Yate Lee’s work is an important contri- 
bution to the literature of bankruptcy. It comprises the Act of 1883, 
with the rules and forms, as well as the Debtors Acts and Bills of 
Sale Acts ; but it differs from most of its predecessors in adding notes, 
not merely to the principal Act, but also to the rules and associated 
statutes. This ess of treatment or brings with it the 
penalty of exorbitant size ; but we cannot say that any part of the 
closely-printed thousand pages in this volume might be advantageously 
omitted. 

The notes to sections 4, 40, and 44 of the Bankruptcy Act are 
particularly to be commended as able summaries of the subjects 
treated. The last-mentioned section, indeed, which relates to the 
property of the bankrupt divisible amongst his creditors, affords to 
the learned authors the occasion, not for one, but for many separate 
dissertations. The Rule in Ex parte Waring, the Wife’s Equity to a 
Settlement, Stoppage in transitu, Reputed Ownership, and other less 
important topics, are treated in this comprehensive note, with the 
result that over 140 pages are turned before reaching the next 
section. 

In general, the statements of cases seem to be accurate and clear. 
Occasionally, however, we have noticed a looseness of expression 
which perhaps is unavoidable in the hurried preparation of so large a 
work, and which is to be regarded as a blemish chiefly on that ground 
—namely, that it indicates rapidity and suggests carelessness. Thus 
at p. 68 the authors state that ‘‘a solicitor may take out a fiat, 
as petitioning creditor, on the amount of his bill before it is 
taxed; but any creditor may have the bill taxed, provided the bank- 
rupt himself might have done so at the time of the bankruptcy.” The 
language here is unaccountably antiquated for the statement of an 
existing right, for ‘‘ fiats”” were abolished by the Act of 1849. 





CONVEYANCING. 


BYTHEWOOD AND JARMAN’S SysTEM OF CONVEYANCING: A SELEo- 
TION OF PRECEDENTS IN CONVEYANCING, TAKEN FROM MODERN 
MANUSCRIPT COLLECTIONS AND DRAFTS OF ACTUAL PRACTICE ; 
WITH DISSERTATIONS AND PracricaL Nores. By the late W. M. 
ByTHEWOOD, THOMAS JARMAN, and GEORGE SWEET, Barristers- 
at-Law. FourtH EpiTion. By LEopotpD GEORGE GORDON 
Rossins, Barrister-at-Law. Vol. 1.—Abstracts—Appointments. 
Henry Sweet. 


The late Mr. George Sweet, probably the most profound real 
property lawyer of his day, completed the last edition of this work in 
1850 ; and there are few conveyancers in active practice who do not 
find it desirable still to keep the work on their shelves for occasional 
reference. A new edition following the old lines, and retaining 
the notes and precedents not rendered obsolete by the changes 
which have occurred, is likely to be welcomed by the profession. 
Mr. Robbins has wisely adopted the course of making as little change 
as possible in the work of his predecessors. He has, as he states in 
his preface, ‘merely endeavoured to omit all such parts of their work 
as have now become obsolete ; t> compare or modify, so far as neces- 

by reference to subsequeit statutes and decided cases, proposi- 
tions which they advanced ; uud to bring up their work to date, and 
adapt it to the requirements of inembers of the legal profession, by 
introducing in their appropriate places explanations of the altera- 
tions in, and additions to, the law and practice of conveyancing as 
established by statute or other-vise in recent times.” We are glad to 
say, as the result of our investigation of the present volume, that we 
think he has accomplished the work thus defined very satisfactorily. 
His additions to the notes are terse and clearly expressed, and 
his comments on the effect of new provisions are generally 
sensible and cautious. For instance, his observations at p. 212 on 
the question whether, under section 61 of the Settled Land Act, a 
married woman, tenant for life, not entitled to hes separate use, can 
exercise the powers conferred upon her by the Act without acknow- 
ledgment—a question on which Mr. Wolstenholme has expressed @ 
strong opinion—are eminently judicious, The present volume ex- 
ppointments,” and the most prac- 

tically important head, as regards precedents, is ‘“‘ Agreements.” In 
comparing it with the previous edition we find that the precedents of 
a ents for leases have been ly relegated to the head of leases. 
The other precedents have been eet varied so as to meet the 
wants of the practitioner of the t her. It is of course difficult 
to give an opinion as to p ts without actual use of them im 
practice, but those we have had occasion to refer to in this way 
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appear to us to be neat and satisfactory. We think, on the whole, that 
this edition of Bythewood and Jarman is likely to prove of great service 
to practitioners. 





REAL AND PERSONAL PROPERTY. 


A CoMPENDIUM OF THE LAW oF REAL AND PERSONAL PROPERTY 
PRIMARILY CONNECTED WITH CONVEYANCING; DESIGNED AS A 
SeconD Book FoR STUDENTS AND AS A DIGEST OF THE MOST USE- 
FUL LEARNING FOR PRACTITIONERS. By Jostan W. Smiru, Q.C. 
SrxtH Epirion. By the AvTHoR and J. TRUsTRAM, Barristers-at- 
Law. In2 Vols. Stevens & Sons. 


Mr. Smith’s book is too well known to need any description. The 
additions and alterations rendered necessary in the present edition 
by the recent important statutes have been inserted in the text by 
Mr. Trustram, who has also added a chapter on the new Bankruptcy 
Act. These additions consist mainly of a concise statement of the 
effect of the new legislative provisions without commentary, and the 
leading Acts are printed in full in the appendix. So far as we have 
observed, the statements of their effect in the text are accurate and 
inserted in their proper places. We question, however, whether, in 
some cases, rather undue tenderness has not been shown to the text 
in retaining passages which ought to have been altered or expunged. 
For instance, having regard to section 9 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, 
the paragraph (p. 1001), relating to the device adopted under the 
repealed Acts of avoiding the necessity for registration by an agree- 
ment between grantor and grantee to give and accept successive bills 
of sale, the last only to be registered, ought to have been struck out. 
The work in its present shape will oii retain its popularity, but 
in the next edition it will be improved by revision and condensation 
in many places, 








THE NEW PRACTICE. 


R. S. C., 1883, orp. 35, nr. 4—Orp. 65, rn. 27, s. 43—S. C. Funps Rurzs, 
1884, rr. 3—11, 12—98, 111—Apministration 1x District Reoisrry— 
Taxation or Costs—Taxation spy District Recistrar.—In the case of 
Inve J. Wilson, deceased, Wilson v. Alitree, before Chitty, J., on the 23rd 
ult., and for judgment on the 7th inst., the question was whether, where 
an administration action had been commenced in the district registry, and 
the accounts and inquiries proceeded with there, and the fund had been 
seg into court, the Paymaster-General would, in the event of an order 

g obtained from the court for taxation by the district registrar, be 
authorized to act on the district registrar’s certificate. The district 
registry in the present case was that of Liverpool, and all parties bein 
desirous that taxation should proceed there, it was proposed that the fund 
should be paid into court, and the costs taxed in Liverpool by the district 
registrar. Curry, J., said that Supreme Court Funds Rules, 1884, r. 111, 
providing that these rules should not apply in district registries to funds in 
court, or hereafter lodged in court, must be said to mean that the rules 
were not to apply to cases where a district registrar had himself made an 
order. To hold that the meaning of rule 111 was that the rules were in- 
applicable to proceedings in the district registry, would be to render 
meaningless such rules as rules 11 and 12, which spoke of taxing officers, 
and not of taxing masters, and to make the definition in rule 3 to the 
effect that in causes and matters proceeding in a district registry, master, 
chief clerk, and taxing officer meant district registrar, an idle insertion. 
It seemed to him that the term taxing master or taxing officer was used 
throughout the rules so as to include district registrar. Moreover, reading 
these rules in connection with R. 8. C., 1883, ord. 65, r. 27, s. 43, provid- 
ing that all fees and allowances and rules and directions relating to costs, 
which would be applicable to proceedings in London, should applic- 
able to proceedings in the district registry, any doubt as to the 
applicability of the Funds Rules, 1884, seemed to ppear. The result 
was that when the court thought fit in the exercise of its discretion to 
order taxation by the district registrar, the Paymaster-General could 
safely act, and indeed was bound to act, on the order of the court, and an 
office copy of the certificate of the district registrac would, under rule 98 
of the Funds Rules, be transmissible to the audit office. An order would, 
in the circumstances of the case before the court, be made for taxation by 
the district registrar. In so acting he was acting in accordance with the 
decision of Hall, V.C., in Day v. Whittaker (25 W. R. 767, L. R. 6 Ch. D. 
734), that the court would not, except under special circumstances, direct 
the costs of an action commenced in a district registry to be taxed there. 
This was the right rule. He had had the advantage of conferring with the 
district registrar of Liverpool, which was also the district Day v. 
Whittaker, and had been informed by him that Hall, V.C., subsequently 
made an order for taxation there. Similar taxation orders had been made 
hey judges, including Malins, V.C., the late Master of the Rolls, 

, J., and others. It was to be observed that the Rules of the Supreme 
Court, 1883, ord. 35, r. 4, providing that, when final judgment was entered 
in the district registry, costs should be taxed in such registry, unless the 
court or a judge should otherwise order, seemed, in its terms, to apply 
using the old phraseology) to common law actions rather than chancery 
actions, the former class of actions_being, perhaps, indicated by the ex- 





pression ‘‘ final j t.”” There was anyhow, undoubtedly, power in 
the court to order taxation in London, and, asa rule, this would usua‘ly 
be done, yer gel | such a course the advantage a of having the 
experience and of the taxing master, and the of mistakes being 
made with —— consequences was diminished, and als because in 
many of the ricts, and especially the smaller districts, it was not 
desirable that the district registrar, being as he usually was a practising 
solicitor, and possibly to local influences, should act as taxing 
master. Here, however, the district was a large one, and, moreover, the 
accounts and uiries had throughout been with there, and 
there were , circumstances for making the order. The order for 
taxation by the district registrar would bear upon it a direction allowing 
the Paymaster-General to proceed on the order. His lordship added that 
he had communicated both with the Paymaster-General and the chancery 
registrar as to the practice in such cases as that before him.—Covunssgt, 
Ince, Q.C., and Christopher James ; Melville. Soricrrors, John Wilkinson, 
for Wright, Beckett, § Co., Liverpool; Gregory, Roweliffes, § Co., for Ambler, 
Birkenhead. 





PRACTICE APPEALS.* 
(Before Fretp and Lopss, JJ.) 
July 7.—Reid & Glasgow v. Powers. 
Ord. 50, r. 3. 


An order for the inspection of the subject-matter in an action will 
not be made where the defendant has neither possession of nor 
property in the same, und the person having such possession or 
property isnot before the court. 


Appeal from Denman, J., refusing an order that the defendant, his 
solicitors and agents, should have liberty to inspect certain parcels of 
wheat, the subject-matter of the action. 

By contract of the 15th of August, 1883, the plaintiff sold to the 
defendant 500 tons No. 2 Club Calcutta Wheat, to be shipped from 
Calcutta at £1 19s. 6d. per 492!bs. (less } per cent.), payment cash, to 
retire shipper’s drafts at six months’ sight, or on arrival of the vessel, if 
before the maturity of the drafts, less the usual rebate. In fulfilment of 
the contract, wheat was shipped on board two vessels—viz., The Sir Henry 
Lawrence and The Belfast—which both arrived at Liverpool before the 
maturity of the drafts, and the plaintiffs claimed that, upon their arrival, 
they were entitled to have the drafts which had been drawn by the 
shippers against the wheat in question retired by the defendant. ese 
had been negotiated through the Comptoir d’Escompte, who held them 
with the bills of lading attached. The defendant re to accept the 
parcels tendered, upon the ground that they did-not correspond with the 
description or quality in the contract. They refused also to retire the 
drafts. The disputes which had in this manner arisen with respect to 
both consignments were referred to arbitration, in accordance with a 
clause in the contract for that pu . The awards in both instances 
were in favour of the plaintiffs, but the defendant contended that the 
reference in the case of the Sage mag per The Sir Henry Lawrence was 
not concerned with the question of the q ity of the goods, while, in the 
other case, the award was bad, as not being final. In truth, it had been 
set aside by a divisional court, but that decision was the subject of 
appeal by the plaintiffs, pending at the time of this application. In this 
condition of things the plaintiffs commenced an action against the 
defendant for the invoiced price of the wheat—viz., £3,673. This sum 
they claimed as due under the payment clause in the contract, as well as 
the awards. In the alternative they claimed £2,000 damages. The 
defendant delivered a statement of defence, alleging that the parcels of 
wheat tendered were not of the quality or description sold, a question, as 
he contended, not cetermined by the arbitrators. With a view to taking 
samples of the wheat for the purposes of his defence in the action, he 
applied in chambers for leave to inspect it. Denman, J., as above stated, 
selena the order. 

Hollams, for the defendant.—These cargoes do not satisfy the descrip- 
tion in the contract. That being so, the defendant has not bought them, 
and he is not bound to pay for them, whether by retiring drafts or in any 
other way. In order to defend the action upon fair terms we must have 

roper samples. We cannot approach the wheat without the bills of 
ading. If the court makes the order, the bank will readily lend them 
to us out of respect to the court. If the order is not made we are denied 
the means.of obtaining evidence. ’ 

French, for the plaintiffs.—The plaintiffs have neither on nor 

roperty in the goods, which belong to the bank which holds the bills of 
ae. The order asked for as t the bank would be wy ny 
The contract here is in a form y framed, so that payment may 
made irrespective of the quality of the goods, in order to finance cargoes 
with greater facility. Banks do not wish to be delayed by litigation 
between the es. Hence under these contracts the er, when ad- 
vised of the arrival of a ship, is bound to take up the documents and 
retire the shipper’s acceptances. It is for not doing that we claim against 
him 


Frey, J.—The appeal must be dismissed. The object of this contract 


is to enable the seller to raise money on the cargo is more easily 
done if bank kept free of litigation. Hence the vision that the 
“ nes aden a arrival of the vessel. If the 


shi s drafts are to be 
a ErGEt is right as to the construction of the contract, the defendant is 





* Reported by CHARLES CaGnsy, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 
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bound to retire the drafts, whatever the description or quality of the 
goods. In any case ord. 50, r. 3, has no application here. The plaintiff 
against whom the order is sought for has parted with the property, and 
rannot oe oy Aha od by the courtesy of the bankers, who themselves 
would not be bound in any way by the order. The court does not make 
futile orders. 

Farm dismissed, with costs. 

Solicitors for the plaintiffs, Simpson ¢ North. 

Solicitors for the dettntant, Hollams § Co, 


(Before LorEs and Cave, JJ.) 
July 10.—Tomlinson v. The Land and Finance Corporation. 


Ord. 57, r. 15—Defendant in an issue ordered to give security for 
costs of interpleader action. 


This was an application, referred by Denman, J., to the court, that the 
defendants should be ordered to give security for the costs of certain 
interpleader proceedings. The sheriff, in execution of a judgment 
obtained by the defendants, had seized certain chattels in the possession 
of the judgment debtor. These were claimed by the plaintiff under a 
bill of sale given to him by the judgment debtor. The sheriff inter- 

- pleaded, and an issue was directed between the claimant as plaintiff and 
the execution creditors as defendants. 

Chitty, for the plaintiff.—The defendants, although as execution 
creditors they have been made defendants in the issue, are really plaintiffs 
in the proceedings. It is their action which has given rise to the litiga- 
tion, not the plaintiff. The defendants are upon the point of being 
wound up, and ought not to be permitted to harass the claimant without 
his being secured in respect of costs. 

McIntyre contended that the defendants were not the prime movers of 
the litigation, but that the plaintiff was responsible for it. The bill of 
sale under which he claimed had been given four years before the seizure, 
and the goods assigned by it were at a different place. 

The Court, upon the facts, considered that the execution creditors bore 
the character of plaintiffs in the proceedings, and although they had for 
the purposes of the issue been made defendants on the record, they 
should give security for costs. 

Order, that the defendants should give security for £30 in a fortnight, 
and pay the costs of the present application. 








BANKRUPTCY CASES. 


ReoisTrars In BANKRUPTCY—Deecation or Bustnzss—Bankrvurtcy Act, 
1883, ss. 93, 94, 99, 169—Banxrvurtcy Ruxzs, 1883, xn. 264.—In a case of 
Ez parte Whichelow, before the Court of Appeal on the 4th inst., the 
question was raised whether rule 264 of the Bankruptcy Rules, 1883, is 
ultra vires. The rule provides that ‘in any proceeding commenced under 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, or any previous Bankruptcy Act, a registrar 
shall, unless and until the judge otherwise orders, continue to have and 
exercise all powers and jurisdiction not otherwise provided for by the 
Act or these rules) which he had by delegation or otherwise at the com- 
mencement of these rules.’”’ It was contended that this rule is inconsis- 
tent with the provisions of the Act in sections 93, 94, 99, and 169. In Ex 
parte Chandler (Weekly Notes, 1884, p. 29), the question was raised before 
Mathew, J., and he decided that the rule is valid. As the Court of 
Appeal (Bacoattay, Corron, and Linpiey, L.JJ.), in Ex parte Whichelow, 
cametotheconclusion upon the facts that the order appealed from was errone- 
ous, it became unnecessary to decide the point of jurisdiction. It was, 
however, argued at some length, and we believe it is not improbable that 
the point may be raised before long in some other case.—Counsgt, 
Bigham, Q.0., and Grain; Cooper Willis, Q.U., and F. Cooper Willis. 
Sonicrrons, H. Montague; W. F. Stokes, 





Acr or Banxruprcy—Norice of Suspension oF Payment—Banx- 
nuprcy Act, 1883, s. 4, sun-secrion 1 (u.).—In a case of Ex parte Oastler, 
before the Court of Appeal on the 4th inst., a question arose as to the 
commission of the new act of bankruptcy which is defined by sub-section 
1 (A.) of section 4 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883—‘‘If the debtor ater 
notice to any of his creditors that he has suspended, or that he is about 
to suspend, — of his debts.” The debtors were partners, carrying 
on ess in London and in Paris. One of the English creditors went 
to Paris on behalf of the other English creditors, and there had an inter- 
view with F. and E., the two partners, and in the course of conversation F., 
in the presence of E., said that he had started in business six or seven 
years ago without any capital, and that he was unable to pay the debts of 
the firm, and he offered twenty per cent. dividend. He also stated that he 
could obtain assistance from his brother-in-law, who, however, would not 
assist him until he had made some arrangement with his creditors. 
He also said that, if the creditors would accept the composition 
offered, the balance was to be a debt of honour, and they would 
pay the creditors the balance in full. It was alleged that these 
statements amounted to a declaration of the inability of the debtors 
to pay their debts in full, and they were equivalent to a notice of their 
intention to ry payment. The court (Baccattay, Oorron, and 
Janpiex, L.JJ.) held that there had not been such g notice as was 








intended by the Act. Baceatuay, L.J., said that he could not see that a 
declaration by a debtor of his inability to pay his debts was equivalent to- 
saying that he was about to suspend payment, and looking at sub-section 
1 (f.), which provides that it is an act of bankruptcy ‘‘if the debtor files 
in the court a declaration of his inability to pay his debts,’’ his lordship 
did not think that such a verbal declaration eould be so regarded. In 
order that the declaration of inability to Py, debts should be an act of 
bank ) r x ably delivery of the declara- 

e officer of the court for the purpose of its being filed would be 
sufficient, but some formality was required, and it could hardly be that if 
that formality was required by sub-section 1 (f.), a mere informal decla- 
ration of inability to pay debts would be sufficient to constitute an act of 
bankruptcy under sub-section 1 (4.). Corron, L.J., said that, of course, 
all the circumstances must be taken into consideration as well as the words 
used by the debtor. Even if the words used in the present case were 
sufficient, he thought it would be a serious question whether, under the 
circumstances, they amounted to such a notice as was contemplated by 
the Act. But the debtor did not intimate any intention of stopping pay- 
ing his creditors, or say that he had stopped. He only said, My assets are 
insufficient, and if you will make an arrangement with me I can get 
assistance from my friends. It was only an intimation that the creditors 
would get more in that way than they would get in any other. In his 
lordship’s view there was a very great difference between saying, If all my 
assets are distributed my creditors will not get 20s. in the pound, and say- 
ing, If my creditors come to me for payment in the ordiaary course I 
shall not pay them, or I have stopped paying them. Liypuey, L.J., said 
that by giving notice was not meant mere vasual talk; it must be some- 
thing formal and deliberate—something done with the intention of giving 
notice. An act of bankruptcy was a serious thing. In the present case 
he did not think there had been anything amounting to a notice, but if 
there had been any notice, it was only a notice that the debtor might have 
to pay his creditors a composition, not a notice that he was about to sus- 
pend payment, or that he had suspended payment. In the course of the 
argument Corron, L.J., intimated an opinion that it was not necessary 
that the notice should be in writing, but that a verbal notice would be 
sufficient. This view is in accordance with that of the Divisional Court in 
Ex parte Nickoll (ante, p. 617).—Counset, R. Vaughan Williams ; Cooper 
Willis, Q.C., and Israel Davis. Soxtcrrors, Lousada & Emanuel ; Atkinson 
$ Dresser. 



















Proor in Bankruptcy—Norice or prion Act or Bankruprcy—Onvs or 
Proor—Banxruptcy Act, 1849 (12 & 13 Vicr. c. 106), s. 165.—In a case of 
Ex parte Revell, before the Court of Appeal on the 4th inst., a question 
arose as to the onus of proof of notice of anact of bankruptcy. The 
bankruptcy commenced in 1842, and the proceedings were afterwards 
continued under the Bankruptcy Act, 1849. In the first instance very 
few proofs were tendered by creditors, as the bankrupt had scarcely any 
assets. Recently, in consequence of the death of a relation, large assets 
had accrued, and a number of persons came forward to prove as creditors. 
One of these persons claimed to prove upon a judgment recovered against 
the bankrupt in 1842. The original judgment creditor was dead, and the 
claimant derived title to the judgment debt through him. The bankrupt 
was also dead. The only evidence of the debt was the judgment itself. 
The judgment was recovered after the date of the act of bankruptcy on 
which the fat was founded, and there was no evidence to show whether 
the judgment creditor had or had not notice of the act of bankruptcy 
before the judgment. The court (Baccatiay, Corron, and Linpuey, 
L.JJ.) followed the decision of Mellish, L.J., in Ex parte Schulte (L. R. 9 
Ch. 409), upon the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, of which they approved, and 
held that the onus was on the creditor who sought to prove to show that 
he had no notice of the act of bankruptcy. The pergons who had had 
dealings with the bankrupt after the commission of an act of bankruptcy, 
but without notice of it, were, by the Act, constituted a privileged class, 
and the person who claimed to be one of the class must show that he was 
entitled to the privilege. In Hz parte Schulte the question arose with 
reference to an execution creditor, and it was urged that on this ground 
Ex parte Schulte was distinguishable. The court held that the same prin- 
ciple applied. Oorron, L.J., said that a creditor who was claiming to 
prove was competing with the other creditors for a share of the assets; hie 
was secking to lessen the dividend payable to the other creditors, and he 
stood in the same position as an execution creditor who claimed to take 
property which would otherwise belong to the trustee for distribution 
among the creditors generally.—CounseL, Winslow, Q.C., and Yate Lee; 
H, Reed, Soxscrrons, Still ¢ Son; Iliffes § Cardale. 





(Before CavE, J.*) 
July 7.—In re Margetts, Ex parte Board of Trade. 


Order of Board of Trade asking for accounts—Non-compliance— 
Power of court to enforce order—No conditional order of com- 
mittal. 


This was an eaghesten. under section 102 (5) of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1883, on behalf of the Board of Trade to enforce compliance with their 
order. 

The Board of Trade having received information that W. P. Grout, the 
trustee, had received mote on behalf of the estate, but had failed to 
declare any dividend, on February 7, 1884, requested the trustee to produce 


* Reported by J. G. Lama, Eaq., Barrister-at-Law, 
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certain accounts and books relating to the estate, which he had failed to 
do. The first meeting of creditors had been held on Jan 7, 1880, 
when the trustee was appointed. The Board then on March 4, 1884, made 
an order, under section 162, sub-section 2, requiring the trustee within 
geven days to submit to them an account verified by affidavit of the sums, 
received and paid by him as trustee under or in pursuance of the proceed- 
ings in the above matter. This order was not complied with. 

Chalmers, for the Board of Trade, asked for an order upon the trustee to 
forthwith comply with the order of the Board of Trade, with a conditional 
order of committal in case such order were not complied with. 

The trustee did not appear. 

Cave, J., made an order directing the trustee to comply with the Board 
of Trade order within seven days from its service on the trustee, stating 
that it was not the practice of the court to make a conditional order of 
committal ; another application must be made for committal. 


The Official Solicitor. 


July 7.—Jn re Johnstone, Ex parte Angier. 


Protection of debtor’s estate—Costs of proceedings by petitioning 
creditor. 


This was an application by the petitioning creditor Angier for a declara- 
tion that he was entitled to be paid certain costs, charges, and expenses 
incurred by him for the purpose of protecting the debtor’s estate. On 
February 9 Angier presented the petition, and the same day obtained an 
order restraining one Abrahams from seizing and dealing with the debtor’s 

ods under a bill of sale till further order of the court. Abrahams on 

ebruary 20 gave notice of motion to discharge that order, and in con- 
sequence Angier had interviews with the official solicitor and official re- 
ceiver, but, as there were no assets, they refused to interfere, although the 
official solicitor promised to, and did, attend the hearing of the motion. 
After thediscussions at these interviews Angier took the necessary steps to 
instruct counsel, who appeared at the hearing and opposed the motion. 
The hearing lasted all day, and resulted in the injunction being dissolved, 
but only on the ground that no one would give an undertaking as to 
damages in the event of its being continued. No costs were allowed to 
Abrahams. 

In consequence of evidence given at the hearing of the motion the 
official receiver took steps to impeach the bill of sale, which ended in the 
net proceeds, £57, being handed over to him. 

The taxing master disallowed all Angier’s costs in the matter. 

Cooper Willis, Q.C., for Angier, asked that, as the estate had in the result 
benefited by the proceedings in which these costs had been incurred, they 
should be allowed: 

The Official Solicitor submitted the matter to the court on behalf of the 
official receiver. 

Cavz, J.—I think the costs of the hearing when the injunction was 
dissolved should be allowed, but not those of the application for the in- 
junction. It all depends on the particular circumstances. It is impossible 
to 4 down any general rule, but here the official receiver comes to the 
conclusion that he has gained substantial advantage. I think the costs 
may be allowed. No costs of this motion. 


0. A. Angier ; The Official Solicitor. 





MANCHESTER County Court. 
July 3.—-Jn re Robert Riddeough ; Dibb v. Vaughan. 


Dy, Pankhurst, on behalf of Mr. C. J. Dibb, official receiver in bank- 
ruptcy, and trustee in the bankruptcy of Robert Riddeough, of 285 and 
457, Rochdale-road, in the city of Manchester, baker and flour and yeast 
dealer, applied to the court for an order against Mr. Henry Vaughan, jun., 
accountant, of Manchester, to pay to the trustee (Mr. Dibb) the sum of 
£293 1s, 6d., which amount he admitted having received and retained on 
account of the debtor's estate, under a deed of assignment of the debtor's 
property for the benefit of his creditors, dated the 14th of February, 1884. 


Edgar appeared, on behalf of Mr. Vaughan, to oppose the application. 


Dr. Pankhurst said that on the 14th of February last the bankrupt 
purported to execute a deed of assignment as between himself of the first 
part, Henry Vaughan, jun., chartered accountant, trustee, of the second 

art, and his creditors of the third part. That deed vested in the trustee, 

r. Vaughan, all the estate of the grantor or assignor Riddeough, for the 
purpose of being employed to the general benefit of the creditors pro ratd 
without preference, the surplus to go to the debtor. In the deed it was 
stated that the trustee might carry on the business under the direction 
of a committee of creditors. That deed was signed by a considerable 
number of the creditors of the debtor, and on the 15th, Mr. Vaughan, as 
trustee under that deed, took possession, carried on the business, ap- 
pointed a manager, and proceeded as though the trust deed was really an 
ne deed, which it was not, inasmuch as it had not been signed by 
the whole of Riddeough’s creditors. Certain of the creditors sub- 
sequently filed a petition in bankruptcy, and, on the 2st of 
April, Riddeough was made « bankrupt, Mr. Dibb, as official 
receiver, being appointed trustee to summarily administer the 
estate. Mr. Dibb thereupon applied to Mr. Vaughan for 





of the estate and assets of the debtor, and Sf of the moneys 
which he had received on the debtor’s behalf. . Vaughan, in response, | because the 


fprmished gn account, showing that while he 


possession of the 


debtor’s estate he had received the sum of £293 Is, 6d., but he claimed 
that before he handed over this amount to the trustee under the bank- 
beg A pre be was entitled > be rea! expenses in connection 

the trust, which, consisting velling expenses, eS 
sion money, tradesmen's accounts, an other charges, poral ory to 


| £324 19s. 3d., leaving due to him, as he alleged, a sum of £31 17s, 9d. 
uni 


Dr. Pankhurst contended that, the deed which Mr, Vaughan held 
possession of the debtor’s estate and incurred the mo pipe which he 
alleged being null and void, Mr. Vaughan had dealt with the property 
without any warrant or right, and, that ig the case, was not entitled to 
be repaid any cones which he had incurred, Mr, Edgar that 
the expenses had been incurred in on the debtor’s business, 
whereby his estate had been considerably increased in value to the benefit 
of the creditors, and it was unfair that the trustee in the be gs 4 ro- 
ceedings should take over the whole of the property which 

crea hy that expenditure, and refuse to repay any of the expenses 
which been incurred in the creation of the property. There were 
some of the charges in Mr, Vaughan’s account which he could not defend, 
but the greater ae of the diture had been n incurred in 
carrying on the business, and though these payments might have been 
illegally made, inasmuch as they had benefited the estate, he contended 
that, on decided cases, Mr. Vaughan was entitled to repayment of this 
expenditure. 

His Honour, in giving his decision, said the attempt tocome to 
an arrangement between the insolvent debtor and his: creditors by means 
of the deed of assignment had proved abortive by reason of a num- 
ber only of the creditors agreeing to the proposed arrangement, and 
before the deed was — proper proceedings were taken to make 
the debtor a bankrupt. fore he had any right to do so—because clearly 
he had noright to act upon the deed until it was a perfect instrument, 
executed by all the creditors—Mr. Vaughan chose to enter upon the debtor's 
premises, and to carry on his business, and if he carried it on soas to in- 
crease it, so much the better for the estate and for the man who became 
bankrupt, because the business was as much his as if he had personally 
superintended it, and carried it on. Mr. Vau simply carried on the 
business as a volunteer, and was not entitled to come into that court or 
any other to ask that even the costs incurred by him in increasing the 
estate or the expenditure made by him in carrying on the business should 
be allowed in his favours against the creditors, who were now the un- 
doubted claimants to the estate, whether it was increased or diminished. 
That being so, the order must be made as prayed, with costs. 

Edgar applied that the order might be made without costs, and said 
that the estate had been pavers f benefited by Mr. Vaughan’s 
management of it, and the trustee could well afford to dispense with the 
costs. 

Dr. Pankhurst said he was instructed that by his action the estate had 
been injured and not benefited at all. 

His Honotx said his decision as to costs must stand. 





HvuppERSFIELD County CourRT. 
(Before T. W. Snacox, Esq., Judge.) 


June 27.—Re George Bower, Ex re Hutchinson, Hollingworth, & Co. 
(Limited). 


Bankruptcy Act, 1883, Section 102. Bankruptcy Rules—rule 199 (2). 


This was a motion by the official receiver, in his capacity of trustee 
under a small bankruptcy, for an order certain machinery 
of the value of £283, which had been removed by Hutchinson, Holling- 
worth, & Co. (Limited), was the property of the bankrupt, and for 
order directing the creditors to pay to the official receiver the sum of 
the value of such machinery. 


R. W. Harper, instructed by the official receiver, for the application. 


8. Learoyd, for Hutchinson, Hollingworth, & Co., 
notice of motion had been read, and before the vits were 
upon, Mr. apap thy pen that the court had no jurisdiction ; that 
being simply ac to recover = anes of the nay the juria- 
diction was now limited to £200, he referred to section 72 of the 
of 1869, and to the following cases :—Ex parte Dickin, Re Pollard (L. 

Ch. D. 386), Ex parte Brown, Re Yates (L. R. 11 Ch. D. 148), Be porte 

Re Roberts (L. R. 21 Ch. D. 558), Ex parte Swinbank (L. B. 11 Ch. D. 637), 
Ex parte nou Se L. T. N. 8. 95), Ba parte Butters (L. R. 14 
266). He also that the court could only have jurisdiction 
consent was given, and this was not a case in which could 
Section 102 of the new Act hadonly the same force as section 72 
Act of 1869. 

Harper contended that under rule 199, sub-rule 2, the 
tended that Prion should be dealt with by Gov benkrephar seen, 
ten ev ws 
and that the cost off an aclice ahold be wrethed, and that the rules were 
made under section 121. , 

Learoyd referred to section 127, sub-section 4, Rooting that the rulés 
to be made should not extend the jurisdiction of court. 

The Jupcz said that he was not prepared to hold that, whereas in a 
bankruptcy of great itude the court could not deal with a question 


5 
& 


2 





656 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 


July 12, 1884. 





— 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Deciaration or Lunacy—Onrper or Scorcn Court—Lunacy ReoGuia- 
tion Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vicr. c. 70), s. 141.—In a case of In re Tarratt, 
before the Court of Lunacy on the 5th inst., the question arose whether an 
order of the Court of Session in Scotland contained a sufficient declaration 
in lunacy within the meaning of section 141 of the Lunacy Regulation 
Act of 1853, which provides that where any stock, or any shares of any 
company, is standing in the name of, or vested in, a person residing out 
of England or Wales, the Lord Chancellor intrusted as aforesaid, upon 
proof to his satisfaction that the person has been ‘‘ declared lunatic, or 
of unsound mind,” and that his personal estate has been vested in a 
curator or other person appointed for the management thereof, according 
to the laws of the place where he is residing, may order some fit person 
to make such transfer of the stock or shares to or into the name of the 
curator or other person appointed as aforesaid, or otherwise, and also to 
receive pond wl over the dividends thereof, as the Lord Chancellor in- 
trusted as aforesaid may think fit. An application was made by a person 
who had been appointed by the Court of Session curator bonis to one 
Tarratt, a lunatic, residing in Scotland, for the transfer of a sum of rail- 
‘ ‘way debenture stock standing in the name of the lunatic. The ‘‘ Interim 
Act and Decree” appointing the applicant to be curator bonis upon peti- 
tion stating that Tarratt had been for several years of unsound mind, and 
was at that time incapable of managing his affairs, as was shown by 
medical certificates, was in the following terms, as shown by a memoran- 
dum indorsed on the petition:—“‘At Edinburgh, August 16, 1882. 
Sitting in judgment, the Lords of Council and Session, by the 
Lord Ordinary officiating on the bills nominated and appointed, 
and hereby nominate and appoint Dugald MacLachlan to be 
owrator bonis to D. F. Tarratt, with the usual powers; and 
decerned and hereby decern.’’ There was evidence that since the aboli- 
tion of the Scotch Privy Council, and for the last 150 years, at least, it 
had been the practice of the Court of Session, on the application of 

interested, to appoint a curator bonis to persons who had fallen into 
a state of mental incapacity, and tha! such appointment was equivalent 
to a declaration that a person named in the petition was a lunatic, and 
that before making the appointment the court required proof of the in- 
sanity of the person proposed to be put under curatory. The Court 
Bacoattay and Corton, L.JJ.) held that there had been a sufficient 
aration of lunacy. Bacca.ay, L.J., said that under the particular 
circumstances of the case the memorandum indorsed on the petition 
amounted to such a declaration, it being made on a petition supported by 
eee poring insanity and having no other affidavits annexed to it. 
The Ordinary could have proceeded on no other grounds than the 
alleged insanity, It was necessary to be very careful in such cases, as 
curators were appointed on account of physical incapacity and other 
causes besides insanity, and the fact of such appointment was not in 
itself equivalent to a declaration of insanity. Corron, L.J., concurred. 
He observed that it would be very convenient if, as was the case in 
orders made by the Court of Chancery, the order of the Court of Session 
appointing a curator was prefaced by stating the grounds on which it was 
made. But it was not necessary in this particular case, for the memo- 
randum was, in his opinion, a sufficient declaration.—Counsz., R. F. Nor- 
ton. Soxscrrors, Whitehorne, Currey, ¢ Villiers. 





Ricut or Surrort— Damacze—Insuny yvrom Supstpence—Svuccesstve 
Sunsrpences—Cavse oy Action—Srarure or Limrrations.—In the case of 
Mitchell ¥. Darley Main Colliery Company, before the Court of Appeal, No. 
1, on the 4th inst., the question was whether the plaintiff could maintain 
an action for damage caused to his property by subsidence, the result of 

operations which, many years previously, had caused another 
subsidence, or whether the claim was not barred by the Statute of 
Limitations. In 1868 the defendants had worked out a seam of coal in 
their mine under the property of the plaintiff, and thereby caused a subsid- 
ence which injured certain cottages of his. The defendants repaired the 
damage done. The mine was no longer worked and the excavation re- 
mained as it was, but in 1882 a fresh subsidence occurred, which was 
admitted to be the result of the mining operations in 1868, and damage 
was caused to the plaintiff’s property for which he sued the defendants. 
The question then arose whether the cause of action arose in 1868, and 
was, , barred, or whether there was a fresh cause of action on the 
occurrence of the fresh subsidence in 1882. The action was tried before 
Hawkins, J., who gave judgment for the defendants, on the ground that 
he was bound by the authority of Lamb v. Walker (26 W. R. 775, L. R. 
3 Q. B. D. 389). The plaintiff appealed. The court (Bretr, M.R., 
Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. Brett, M.R., said the ques- 
tion was as to what was the real cause of action. In Bonomi v. Backhouse 
(9 H. L. C. 503, 9 W. R. H. L. Dig. 769) there was one subsidence the 
result of one excavation, and the question was whether the Statute of 
Limitations was to run from the time of the excavation or of the subsid- 
ence. It was held that it ran from the time when the cause of action 
—viz., from the time of the subsidence. It followed from that 
successive subsidences which are independent results of one excava- 
tion are independent causes of action. The logical conclusion from 
Bonomi v. Backhouse was that Michling v. Williams (10 Ex. 259, 3 W. R. ©. L. 
Ay ‘was wrong, and, in his lordship’s opinion, it wasso. Whitehouse v. 
Fi (9 W. R. 556, 10 C. B. N. 8. 765) was in direct conflict with that 
case, and in accordance with Bonomi v. Backhouse, and was right. In 
Lamb v. Walker the views of the judges were conflicting. He was of 
opinion that the judgment of Cockbura, C.J., who dissented, should be 





affirmed. That judgment, which might have been founded entirely on 
Bonomi v. Backhouse, showed that, in such a case as the one in question, the 
only cause of action is the subsidence, and that if that has been caused by 
the defendant, each subsidence is a new cause of action, although the 
causa causans of each may be the same. Therefore the plaintiff was entitled 
to succeed. Bowen and Fry, L.JJ., also agreed that the judgment of 
Cockburn, C.J., in Lamb v. Walker should be adopted.—Oounsg., J, 
Wills, Q.C., and C. EF. Ellis, for the appellants ; Forbes, Q.C., and Lockwood, 
Q.C., for the respondents. Soxrcrrors, Singleton § Tattershall; 8S. B, 
Somerville, for Baxters § Co., Doncaster. 





Morreacor AND Morteacee—Szeconp Mortrcace—Norice to First 
MortTcaGEE—SaLe witnour Rergerence To Szconp Morrcace—Accounr, 
—In a case of The West London Commercial Bank (Limited) v. The Reliance! 
Permanent Building Society, before Bacon, V.C., on the 2nd inst., a ques-| 
tion arose as to the liability of first mortgagees under the following circum. | 
stances :—Notice of a second mortgage was given to the first mortgagees, |) 
but forgotten ; and on a subsequent sale of the mortgaged property by 
the mortgagor, with the consent of the first mortgagees (who joined in 
the conveyance), the vendors’ solicitors, who had never heard of the 
second mortgage, received the purchase-money, paid off the first mort- 
gage, paid the balance to the mortgagor, and handed over the deeds to 
the purchaser. The second mortgagees now claimed an account against 
the mortgagor (who was insolvent) and the first mortgagees. The Vice- 
Chancellor said that this had been called a case prime impressionis. That 
was going too far; but it was the first time anybody had disputed the 
right of the owner of an equity of redemption, who had given notice to 
the first mortgagee, to bring an action against him if he chose to disregard | 
his title and hand over the property to somebody else. There must be an 
account of what was due to the second mortgagee, limited to the balance 
after payment of the first mortgage.—CounseL, Hemming, Q.C., and 
Newman ; Horton Smith, Q.C., and Osler. Soxtcrrors, Shaw ¢ Co; Shaen, 
Roscoe, § Co. 














Practice—Mortcace—Foreciosure Action—Sunsequent INcUMBRAN- 
cers—Time vor Repempt1on—Svuccesstve Perrops.—In the cases of Platt 
v. Mendel and Gurney v. The Countess of Canterbury, before Chitty, J., on 
the 9th inst., the question arose whether a judgment for foreclosure nisi 
in an ordinary foreclosure action should, in the event of there being a 
second mortgagee entitled to redeem, give successive periods of redemp- 
tion to such second mortgagee and the mortgagor. The recent case of Smith 


v. Olding (32 W. R. 386, L. R. 25 Ch. D. 462) was cited in illustration of | 


the conflict of judicial decision upon the point. Currry, J., said that it 
was established that the mortgagor’s right was to have six months in 
which to redeem, It, however, appeared to be the rule that if a seoond 
mortgagee intervened, the mortgagor was entitled to have a further time. 
The rule in its result certainly placed the plaintiff in a worse | ppecce 
Such further time, however, was not given at the request of the mort- 
gagor, but it was the course of the court to allow it on the intervention 
of the second mortgagee when taking means to get the benefit of the 
action and obtain foreclosure over against his mortgagor. No doubt there 
had been a tendency in the courts to give one time only in such cases, 
and this had been the practice of the late Master of the Rolls, but there was 
no settled rule. The practice to give one time only, however, seemed 
reasonable enough at the ge time, when almost every mortgage deed 
contained a power of sale, and if regard was had to the wide powers 
of sale conferred by the Conveyancing Act, 1881. Moreover, 
in foreclosure actions the mortgage security was usually deficient, 
and it would seem, therefore, unreasonable to in any way impede the 
mortgagee in any advantage speedy realization might give him. The 
authorities, however, were not agreed, nor was the opinion of the regis- 
trars unanimous on the point. Under these circumstances he should 
follow the old rule, and give successive periods of redemption on the 
request of a second mortgagee, but not on the request of the mortgagor, 
on if on the request of the second mortgagee, his mortgage must either 
be proved by him or admitted by the mortgagor.—CounszL, Leonard Field 
pot Lees Knowles ; Phipson Beale, F. H. Colt, and W. Freeman. Soxtcrronrs, 
Field, Roscoe, § Co., for Wrigley §& Morecroft, Oldham; Blake § Heseltine, 
for Keith, Blake, § Co., Norwich; Dunster ; Bircham, § Co. 





Winvine vp—Rectiricatiun or Reocistger—Morion To REMOVE SHARE- 
HOLDER’S NAME MADE AFTER PRESENTATION OF Petition —Costs—CoMPaANIgs 
Act, 1862, s. 35.—In the case of In re The Devon and Cornwall Electric Light 
and Power Company, Cadogan’s case, before Chitty, J., on the 4th inst., a 
motion was made by the Hon. F. W. Cadogan that, notwithstanding an 
order for the winding up of the company made the 24th of April, 1883, 
he might be at liberty to proceed with a motion made the 21st of Decem- 
ber, 1882, under séction 35 of the Companies Act, 1862, for removal of his 
name from the register of shareholders on the ground of misrepresentation 
contained in the company’s prospectus. It ap that Mr. Justice 
Chitty had decided the motion in Cadogan’s favour, on the ground that 
there had been misrepresentation, and also (the company setting up 
acquiescence) on the ground that there had been no acquiescence. Until 
the hearing of the motion on the 21st of December, Cadogan was ignorant 
of a winding-up petition, which had already been presented by a share- 
holder, and his lordship, although determining the questions raised, ordered 
the motion to stand over to abide the hearing of the petition. The com- 
pany, finding that many shareholders claimed to be in the same position 
as Cadogan, determined to support the wenn oe petition, whilst 
Cadogan strenuously opposed it. It was contended by Cadogan that, 
although it was true that a motion under section 35 could not succeed, 
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if made subsequently to the presentation of a petition upon which a 
winding-up order was afterw made, yet, as he had succeeded on the 
two issues raised by his motion, and his success had been the real cause 
of the support given by the company to the petitioner, and of the tion’s 
success, that Cadogan was entitled to costs of the motion, or at least to 
costs of the two issues upon which he had been successful. It was stated 
that Cadogan had not been ordered to pay costs of opposing the wind- 
ing-up petition. Ourrry, J., said that the right order to make was to 
give no costs on the motion. The company were right in supporting the 
winding-up petition under the circumstances, and Cadogan, by the course 
he took, had taken the inevitable risk of giving notice of motion after the 

tation of the petition, and of losing the fruit of his motion. As no 

te order could be made on the motion until the result of the petition 
was known, although judgment on the points argued was given, yet 
really the whole question was reserved. In strictness, Cadogan should 
have to pay all costs. The order, however, would be that there be no 
order, except for —- of the company’s costs out of its assets.— 
Counset, Ince, Q.C., and F. 7. Proctor ; Romer, Q.C., and R. F. Norton. 
Sorrcrtors, Blewitt ¢ Tyler ; Clarke, Woodcock, § Ryland. 


Portions—SatisFAcTion—LEGAcIES TO CHILDREN by} WiLL.—In a case 
of Clive v. Clive, before Pearson, J., on the 5th inst., the question arose 
whether some legacies given by a testator to his children by his will were 
to be taken to have been given in satisfaction of some portions to which 
they were entitled under the settlement executed on the iage of their 

er and mother. By the settlement, dated the 9th of January, 1867, 
certain sums of money, amounting altogether to about £18,000, were 
vested in trustees upon trust for investment, and, after the deaths of the 
father and mother, on trust for the issue of the marriage (born within the 
roper legal limit of time) as the father and mother should by deed 
jointly appoint, and, in default of appointment, as the survivor should by 
will appoint, and, in default of appointment, in trust for the younger 
children of the marriage who, being sons or a son, should attain twenty- 
one, or being daughters or a daughter should attain that age or marry 
under that age, | if more than one in equal shares. The funds subject 
to the trusts of the settlement were in fact all received py the father, and 
were a debt due from him to his younger children. The father, by his 
will made in May, 1883, gave £10,000 to each of his younger sons, and 
£8,000 to each of his two daughters. And he directed that interest at 
the rate of five per cent. be paid on each portion until the capital sum 
was paid off, from the time that each of the said legatees came of age, or, 
in the case of a daughter, married, if such marriage took place 
previous to such coming of age, or, in the case of a son, entered on a 
profession. Pxanson, J., held that the legacies were in satisfaction of the 
portions under the settlement. He observed upon the fact that the 
testator had himself directed the legacies as ‘‘ portions.’”” His lordship 
referred to the judgment of Lord Chelmsford in Chichester v. Coventry 
(L. R. 2H. L. 83), in which Lord Chelmsford quoted the following pas- 
ee the judgment of Sir J. Leach in Weall v. Rice (2 R. & M. 267):— 
“This presumption (against double portions) may be repelled or fortified 


nal evidence derived from the nature of the two provisions. 
ere the two provisions are of the same nature, or there are but slight 
differences, the two instruments afford intrinsic evidence against a double 
ovision. Where the two provisions are of a different nature, the two 
ments afford intrinsic evidence in favour of a double provision. . . . 


It is not possible to define what are to be considered as slight differences 
between two provisions. Slight differences are such as, in the opinion 
of the judge, leave the provisions substantially of the same nature; and 
every judge must decide that question for himself.’ Pxranson, J., said 
that he was bound to decide the question for himself in the present case, 
and he had come to the conclusion that the differences between the two 
provisions were not substantial. ‘The provision by the will was, if any- 
thing, the more to the advantage of the children. He held, therefore, 
that the legacies were in satisfaction of the portions under the settle- 
ment.—CounseL, G. H. Lea; Cookson, Q.C., and Blackmore; Renshaw, 
Souicrrons,! Roberts ¢ Barlow. 


Wi11—Consrxvcrion—Larse—Guirt or Restpvz aAMono A NEPHEW AND 
Nieces uy Name—Drrection ror SerruemeNt or Snares oF Nreces— 
math or A Niece iy Tesraror’s Liretmmz.—In a case of Tarleton v. 
Bruton, before Pearson, J., on the 7th inst., a question arose as to the 
lapse of a gift of a share of residue. A testator bequeathed the residue of 
personal estate to trustees on trust for a nephew and three nieces, 
mentioned by name, equally between them. And he directed that his 
trustees should retain the share of each of his nieces of and in the trust 
ds upon trust to pay the income thereof to her during her life, for her 
Separate use, without power of anticipation, and, after her death, to hold 
the capital on trust as she should by will appoint, and, in default of 
*ppointment, on trust for her child or children who, being sons, should 
twenty-one, or, being daughters, should attain that age or marry, 
equally between them if more than one. One of the nieces married in the 
testator’s lifetime, and died before him, leaving an infant child. The 
question was whether the share given to her had lapsed, or whether the 
infant child was contingently entitled to it. Pxaxson, J., held that the 
share had lapsed, and that there was an intestacy in respect of it. He 
said that the direction was to settle the share of the niece. She died 
the testator, and could not, therefore, take a share; and, conse- 
quently, there was nothing to settle, and the infant child could take 
- The point was really decided by Lord Chelmsford, C, (affirmin 
& decision of Wood, V.C.), m Stewart v. Jones (3 De G. & J. 582), which 
his lordship did not feel at liberty to disregard. He could not, 


erties Ayan tay ate Me Ta, ores 
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accede to the canons laid down. by the Vice-Chancellor.—Counsgt, Cookson, 

Q.C., and Speed ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Ryland; W. W. Karslake, Q.C., 

and Phipson Beale; Warmington, Q.C., and Chas, Browne. Soxicrrors, 

Tucker & Lake; 8S. Whitehead ; Irwin § Nash. 


Witt—Construction—Estate Vestep orn Contincent—Serriep Lanp 
Act, 1882, ss. 58, 60—Luomrep Owner with Powers or TENANT FoR 
Lire—AprrorntMEentT oF TrustzEs vor Purposes or Acr.—Ina case of 
In re James, before Pearson, J., on the 8thinst., a question arose as to the 
persons who, under a settlement of land made by a will, were entitled to 
the powers conferred on a tenant for life by the Settled Land Act, 1882. 
A testator devised real estate unto and to theuse of trustees, upon trust 
for all or such one or more of his six younger children (a daughter and 
five sons named in the will) who should survive him, and being a son 
should have attained or should attain twenty-one, or, dying under that 
age, should leave issue surviving, or, being a daughter, should attain 
twenty-one or be previously pee And the testator directed that, in 
case any one or more of his said six yo children should die in his 
lifetime leaving issue living at the testator’s death, and which issue being 
issue male should live to attain twenty-one, or, dying under that age, 
should leave issue surviving, or, being issue female, should live to attain 
that age or be previously married, then the share to which each child so 
dying would, if he or she had survived the testator and had attained 
twenty-one, have become absolutely entitled in the trust premises, should 
be held upon trust for such his or her issue, and, if more than one, for 
them equally, but so nevertheless that such issue in their several degrees 
should take only after the decease, and by representation of, their respec- 
tive parents. All the six younger children of the testator atta 
twenty-one. Three of the sons died during the lifetime of the testator, 
two without issue, and the third (J.) leaving twoinfant children. It was de- 
sired to sell the real estate, and the question arose who was entitled, in 
respect of the share to which the deceased son J. would have been abso- 
lutely eutitled if he had survived the testator, to exercise the powers con- 
ferred by the Settled Land Acton a tenant for life. The question was 
whether the three surviving younger children took a vested estate in the 
share to which J. would have been absolutely entitled if he had survived 
the testator, subject to be divested if the infant children of J. should attain 
twenty-one, or whether these infant children took vested estates liable to 
be divested in case they should die under twenty-one. The question was 
raised by a summons under the Settled Land Act taken out by two of the 
—ss younger children, and served on the other surviv younger 
child, who was also the surviving trustee of the will, and on the infant 
children of J. The summons also asked for the appointment of trustees 
for the purposes of the Act. Pxanson, J., held that the infant children 
of J. took vested estates liable to be divested in the event of their not 
attaining twenty-one, and that consequently trustees to be appointed for 
the purposes of the Act were entitled to exercise the powers of a tenant 
for life under the Act in respect of J.’s share. He said that there 
were so many conflicting decisions on this question of construction that it 
was quite ble to decide either way without any court being able to 
say that the decision was absolutely wrong. But undoubtedly the in- 
tention of the testator was to substitute the children for the parent, if the 

arent should die before the testator. This was plain, not only from the 

rms of the will, but from the fact that he gave to ‘‘issue,’’ which word 
his lordship understood to be used in its widest sense. And he t 
that the issue were entitled to take on the death of their parents. 
a? & that the decision of the Court of Appeal in Andrews v. Andrews 
(L. R. 1 Ch. D. 410) was in point, and he was bound by it so far as that 
case was parallel tothe present. In his lordship’s opinion the intention of 
the testator in the present case was, not to postpone the vesting, but to 
putthechildren at once in the position of their d parent, subject 
to the liability to have their interests divested in case of their death under 
twenty-one. He thought this wes the most reasonable construction. The 
summons must be amended by making the infant children (by a next 
friend) joint applicants, and then it would be referred to chambers to 
appoint trustees.—CounsEL, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Procter; Rawson. 
Soxicrrors, Pattison, Wigg, § Co. 





SOLICITORS’ CASES. 
Court oF APPEAL. 
(Before BAGGALLAY, CoTToN, and LINDLEY, L.JJ.). 
July 8.—Jn the Matter of George Alfred Cooke, a Solicitor. 
This was an appeal from the order made by Kay, J., on the 3rd of 
April last (ante, p. 445), on the application of the Incorporated Law Society, 
to strike off the rolls a solicitor, named George Alfred Cooke, for mis- 
conduct in having applied to his own use a sum of £1,000, which had been 
obtained by him under false pretences for a speci. purpose. 
Arthur Charles, Q.C., and 7. L. Williamson, were for the solicitor. 
Alfred Wills, Q.C., and S. Dickinson, for the Incorporated Law Society. 
Baccoattay, L.J., said that these cases were al of a a painful 
character, but there was at least this one advantage in dealing with 
that;severity of punishment was never pressed for by those who re 
sented the Incorporated Law Society, and everything that could 
be brought forward in favour of the party whom it was sought to 
was always fairly and readily t forward. The ication to 





Mr. Cooke off the rolls was made Sp ideente heen & 
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who were railway contractors, and they asked that he should be struck off 


on the d that he had obtained from them by false pretences the sum 
of £1,000 about the 20th of December, 1882. During several years, ending 
in 1881, powers had been obtained to construct a railway called the 


Staines and West Drayton Railway, which was to connect the South- 
Western and Great Western lines, andin the first instance Messrs. Lucas 
& Ansdell appeared to have been the contractors. A kind of partnership 
‘was pacenahe | between them, and Cooke, some time early in 1882, 
under which he was to apply (or procure applications) for a certain number 
of the necessary shares, the line Soltg what was called a ‘‘ contractor’s”’ 
line. He was to apply for a certain number of those shares, and, 
there was no question that he was to receive a commission in respect of 
the shares that he might so place. That partnership was determined in 
October, 1882, but Cooke continued to exert himself in connection with 
promoting the interest of the contractors of the railway. On the 4th of 
ber, 1882, he wrote to Lucas & Ansdell the letter which was the 
foundation of the charge against him. At that time negotiations were 
ing on between the Staines and West Drayton Company and the Great 
estern Company, under which it was hoped—and that hope ultimately 
proved to be a fact—that the Great Western Company would take up acon- 
siderable number of the shares and debentures of the Staines and West 
Drayton Company. In that state of things Cooke, on the 4th of Decem- 
ber, 1882, wrote to Ansdell:—‘‘I have had a call by an individual con- 
nected with the Great Western Railway to be paid £1,000 for division 
between himself and another when the transaction is completed (he 
alleging that I am getting a large commission), and he intimates that 
unless I give my undertaking to pay the amount forthwith the matter will 
not go through ; hence, no doubt, the delay that has already taken place. 
That he is in a position to stop its progress is, no doubt, a fact, and that 
you will have to make the payment is equally certain; but after all it is 
nothing unusual, and — having power and using it for the benefit of 
others e t and will be paid. No doubt the payment, too, will be 
beneficial for the future. You had better, therefore, at once 
give me authority to promise the payment in question.’”’ After 
stating his own position with regard to the matter, and pointing out 
the large claim which he considered he had upon the railway company in 
of the services he had rendered in placing shares, Cooke went 
on :—‘* You offered me £1,000, which I consider under the circumstances 
wholly inadequate, and, to put it plainly, it must be increased to at least 
£2,500 (out of which I will pay the firm the £500 promised), which, with 
the £2,000 you are going to present to the directors, will nearly make up 
the £12 10s. per cent. which was to be paid to me; but with this arrange- 
ment I shall be content, and nothing less, and which must be paid on the 
business going through.’’ Now the allegation on the part of Messrs. 
Lucas & Ansdell when they made their application to Mr. Justice Kay 
was that the whole of the early part of this letter was a pure sham, and that 
there were no persons who had applied to Cooke alleging that they had 
interest with the Great Western Railway Company, and that unless they 
were paid their demand of £1,000 the matter would break down, or any- 
thing of that kind. The allegation was that the whole of the letter was a 
sham. The letter was followed up by another on the 19th of December, 
**T had a call this evening from our mutual friends re the £1,000 which I 
—- on Thursday, as suggested by Ansdell. I was reminded that I 
not kept my promise, and explained thas Lucas was away until the 
day mentioned. Do not for the sake of future favours postpone it after 
that date.” There, no doubt, Cooke was pressing for the payment of 
£1,000, which had been a subject of previous application on the 4th of 
December. It appeared in evidence that on the following day a cheque 
for £1,000 was drawn by Lucas & Ansdell, and on the 28th of December 
Cooke wrote that the £1,000 enclosed in the letter of the 21st had been 
received by him and duly applied. Taking these letters together, and 
leaving out other considerations, there sound be very little doubt that the 
£1,000 was obtained in the manner suggested—viz., an application on the 
4th of December alleging that certain persons who had interest with the 
Great Western Railway Company required to be paid for their services ; 
that that £1,000 was paid; and that the representation was made in the 
letter acknowledging the receipt of the £1,000 that it had been duly 
applied. Taking those three letters by themselves, there could be no 
doubt what they really meant. Afterwards disputes arose between them as 
to money matters, and also with respect to the commission which Cooke 
claimed to be entitled to for the services which he had rendered, which 
were matters entirely distinct from the matter of this £1,000. After a 
time Lucas & Ansdell demanded back the £1,000, having, as they alleged, 
discovered in the meanwhile that it had not been paid in the manner 
suggested by the letters which asked for the £1,000. In October, 1883, 
= commenced an action against Cooke for the recovery of the £1,000, 
and an application, supported by the affidavit of Ansdell and his solicitor 
in the action, was made for a writ of ne exeat regno, which was thereupon 
issued. Under this writ Cooke was arrested, and remained four or five 
days in Holloway Gaol before he was discharged. Then another proceed- 
ing of a somewhat vindictive character was adopted by Cooke; he took 
out a summons in a police-court against Ansdell and his solicitor for 
ae in the proceedings which had been so taken, and that ended in 
nothing. In that state of things the application was first made to the 
court by Lucas & Ansdell to have Cooke struck off the rolls, on the ground 
that he had obtained this £1,000 under false pretences. It could not be 
said that they had pursued altogether a judicious course in commencing 
an action for the recovery of the money as a money demand, and then 
issuing the writ of ne exeat, and afterwards taking the proceedings 
to have him struck off the rolls. The application to strike off 
was brought on on the 6th of March, and then stood over, and 
in the meantime Lucas & Ansdell came to an agreement with Cooke 
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ended with a consent by Cooke to admit judgment against him 
for the full amount of the demand—very little different, in 
from an unconditional surrender on his part, though that was not a matter 
which should be pressed too strongly against him with reference to the 
present application. The hostility of Messrs. Lucas & Ansdell wag 
apparently satisfied by this arrangement between them, but on the matter 
coming under the notice of the Incorporated Law Society, they thought 
it right to take it up. The order, therefore, of Kay, J., was made, not 
upon the original application of Lucas & Ansdell, but upon the applica. 
tion of the Incorporated Law Society. Upon the application before Kay, 
J., an affidavit was made by two gentlemen named Twinch and Freeman, 
in which they stated that in November or December, 1882, they wer 
introduced to Lucas & Ansdell, whom they then heard of for the first 
time, and had considerable negotiations with them concerning the placing 
of their shares, but such negotiations had nothing whatever to do with the 
previous negotiations with Cooke. These gentlemen seemed to have called 
several times at Cooke’s offices, but there was a positive denial by T winch 
and Freeman of the very groundwork of the application of the 4th of 
December, 1882. Cooke had previously stated that they were the persons 
who were pressing to have the £1,000 paid to them, and, according to his 
snggestion put forward in the earlier affidavits, they were the persons 
who had power to influence the Great Western Company, and whose 
services would have to be bought. That was entirely denied, and, there. 
fore, apparently the very groundwork of the letter of the 4th of December 
pes to be destroyed, and if the matter had stood as it was before 
Kay, J., on the 3rd of April, when the order was made, his lords 
could see no possible ground for in any way interfering with the decision 
of that learned judge. A new face, however, as it were, had been 
upon the affair by a further affidavit sworn on behalf of Mr. Cooke, in 
which, after stating that his former affidavit was prepared when he was 
very ill, and hardly capable of attending to business, and that by reason 
of such illness some facts were omitted, he deposed that on the 2st 
of December, 1882, Ansdell called upon him, and told him that 
Twinch and Freeman were making a claim against him and Lucas 
personally for commission. ‘‘I then informed him that Twinch and 
Freeman were the parties to whom I had agreed to pay the £1,000; 
that certainly they could not claim a double commission, and 
inquired of him what they were demanding, and he replied, ‘Oh, I think 
it could be settled for £200 or £300.’ I replied, ‘Well, if you can settle 
with him for that amount, by all means do so, and I shall not part with 
the £1,000, but will retain it in payment of the balance of £2,000 due to 
me.’’’ If that can be relied upon it is an answer to the charge of his 
having obtained the money by false pretences or embezzlement. He had 
asked for it on the footing of a certain state of circumstances; he had 
received it on that footing, but directly it was known that the state of 
circumstances which warranted the sending of it to him no longer existed, 
the party who had sent it, according to this statement, said, ‘‘ Never 
mind, keep it on account of the £2,000 which is due to you.”” That would 
be an answer to the charge of dishonest conduct attributed to Mr. Cooke, 
But that view of the case was never put forward until after the order strikin 
him off the rolls had been made by Kay, J., and on the eve of the api 

to this court. It was very remarkable that the circumstance which told 
in his favour should be altogether omitted from his former affidavit, and 
that it was inconsistent with every statement made in his former affida- 
davits. His lordship felt great difficulty in giving credit to state 
ments so made; but it ap to his colleagues, as well as t 
himself, that it would be only right to hear what Mr. Ansdell, who was 
one of the parties to the original proceedings, had to say as to thes 
several allegations. Mr. Ansdell had been in court that morning, 
and he had categorically denied every one of these allegations of Mr. 
Cooke. And, so far as his lordship could see, the effect of his examina- 
tion was in no way altered by cross-examination. Possibly, if the matter 
had rested on the unsupported testimony of Mr. Ansdell, he should have 
felt the difficulty suggested by Mr. Charles, but it did not depend on the 
unsupported allegations of Mr. Ansdell. The answers which he had given 
to the questions put to him appeared to be exactly in accordance with the 
whole truth of the case, so far as regarded this particular transaction, 
and, being of that opinion, the view which his lordship first of all enter 
tained before hearing Mr. Ansdell’s evidence, that no sufficient case was 
made out for interfering with the decision of Kay, J., was strongly col- 
firmed. He regretted that he was obliged to say that he did not attach 
any credit to any of the statements of Mr. Cooke with reference to the 
transaction. He thought the view taken by Kay, J., was right, and bis 
decision must be affirmed. 


Corton and Linpuey, L.JJ., concurred. 
Solicitors, J. Pearce; Williamson, Secretary to Incorporated Law Society. 


Bi 








SOCIETIES. 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 


At the usual monthly meeting of the directors, held at the hall of the 
Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, on Thursday, the 3rd of July, 
the following being present—viz., Mr. Boodle (chairman), and Messt® 
Collisson, Sawtell, Sidney Smith, Spencer Whitehead, E. W. Williamson, 
and A. B. Carpenter (secretary), several applications were entertained for 
relief, one new member was elected, and the ordinary general busines 
was transacted, 





to settle all the matters in dispute between them, and this agreement 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


INCORPORATED 
The iollowing candidates were successful at the final examination held 
on the 17th 


LAW SOCIETY. 


18th of June, 1884 :— 


Gilbert Leigh 
=. William Henry Farr, B.A. 
Adkins, Frederick William 
Aleock, Henry 
Allerton, Albert Charles 
Appleyard, Robert Newman 
Ascroft, Robert Walker, B.A. 
Ashworth, Frederick 
Atherton, James Henry 
Atkinson, William Ernest 
Avery, Arthur Robinson 
Bailey, John Robert 
Baldwin, Percy 
Barker, John 
Barnes, Arthur William 
Barnes, Charles George 
Barningham, Thomas 
Barrett, William 
Bassett, George Forbes, B.A. 
Bateson, Walter Edward 
Beale, Samuel Martin 
Bell, John Corrin 
Bishop, William 
Blandy, William Charles, B:A. 
Bowen, Alfred Edward 
Bowen, James Foyster, B.A. 
Boyle, William 
Bradbury, John Abraham 
Brazil, Frank William 
Brigg, William, B.A. 
Briggs, John Warren 
Brodie, Walter William 
Brooks, James Lane 
Broomhead, Henry Broomhead 
Brown, Alleyne 
Brownless, John 


Setidee, Henry Simmons 
Burnicle, James Fleck 
Challinor, Edward 
man, Henry Cantley Theobald 
eley, Montague Francis, B.A. 
Churchley, George William 
Clarke, Cecil Somers 
Clarke, Ronald Stanley, B.A. 
Cleworth, Martin Ingle 
Collins, George Vernon 
Court, Walter Henry 
Coward, Charles Grafton 
Cowlishaw, Charles Henry 
Crawford, Robert Payne 
Crosby, Arthur Burgess 
Crossley, John Baron 
Cullingford, Arthur Henry, B.A. 
Daintrey, Ernest Charles 
Dale, Alfred 
Dale, Charles Alfred 
, James Joseph 
Davies, Thomas 
Deacon, Walter John 


Garnett, Edward William 
George, David Arthur Scale 
Gibson, Herbert William 
Giles, Edward Sharman 
Glanville, John Foster 
Goodwin, Frederick William 
Gorton, Walter Frederick 
Graham, Albert Edward 
Graham, Arthur Lionel 
Graham, William on 
Grant, Geo Regi 

Greenwell, fom Eyre 

Greig, William James 

Griffiths, Robert Christopher 

Hall, Frederick 

Hall, Thomas Walter 

Hammond, Samuel Charles Simpson, 


B.A. 
Hankinson, Edward Ernest 
Harris, Edmund Burke, B.A. 
Harris, William Hector 
Hatton, Herbert 
Henderson, William Donkin 
Hewitt, Howard Lacey 
Hewitt, Harry Morse 
Hockin, Philip Roe 
Holdich, Thomas White 
Holme, Herbert Joseph 
Holmes, Leonard 
Homewood, William Alfred 
Hood, William 
Hossack, John Gutzmer 
Howell, Alexander Nathaniel Yatman 
Howell, Francis Monnington 
Howell, Henry Llewellyn, M.A. 
Hughes, Percy Hamilton 
Hunt, Thomas 
Hurlston, Harold James 
Jacob, Edward James 
James, Frank 
Jelf, Richard William 
Jenkins, Charles Bevan 
Jennings, Arthur Gee 
Johnson, ReginaldPelhamBarnes, B.A. 
Jonas, George John Benyon 
Jones, Daniel William 
Jones, Llewellyn Gwynne 
Jones, Sydney Edward, B.A. 
Jones, William Thornton 
Jordan, Alfred Orman 
Joyce, Cyril, B.A. 
Keir, Adam, B.A. 
Kent, Benjamin 
Kettle, Wm. Cooke, B.A. 
Kidson, Arthur Pexall 
King, Arthur Herbert 
King, George Anthony, B.A. 
Kinneir, Walter Henry 
Kinsey, Thomas Evan Morris 


Dealey, Thomas William BannermanLafone, Harold, B.A. 


Dean, Arthur Henry 

Dixon, George Anthony 

Dobie, Douglas 

Dodd, James Jonas 

Down, William John, B.A. 

Dunkerley, Charles Philip 

Edwards, Alfred Singleton 

Ellis, Julian Augustus 
Roland 


Emmons, Samuel 
, Stanley 
Everall, John Robert 
Fedden, William Agncw 
Fell, Francis James 
Fisher, Herbert John 
er, William Dalziel 
er, John Lowther 
Ford, Charles Bell Eustace 
, Charles Nuthall 
Forrest, Richard Walter 
, Frederic Edwin 
ie, pan Edward 
, Wa 
Fowler, John 
er, Douglas Willigm 





Laidlaw, James 

Landor, Richard Henry, B.A. 
Langham, Arthur Cuthbert 
Lawton, George Fearns 
Lazarus, Edward Montague 
Lazenby, John Booth 

Lee, Percy Northorp 

Leigh, Ebenezer 

Lemon, Frank 

Lendon, Frederick Dickes 
Lewis, Walter Lauriston 
Lewis, William Stevens 
Lilley, Arthur Palmer 
Linnell, William Arnold 
Lithgow, Andrew James, B.A. 
Lloyd, Edward William 
Lloyd, Herbert Arthur Jones 
Long, Walter Stilwell 

Low, Tom Frank 

Lowe, Sydney Armerin 
McAnulty, Bartholomew 
Macfarlane, John Embleton 
McLeod, Charles Eldred, B.A. 
Maitland, Edward 

March, John Alexander 





Marsh, Bedford John 
Marshall, Charles William 
Mason, George Stewart 
May, Henry Arthur 
Maylor, George Herbert 
Mayo, John Alderson, B.A. 
Morris, Archibald Sykes 
Morrison, Frank Cecil 


Nicholson, John Spours 
Nowell, John - 

Oates, Benjamin John 
Onslow, Arthur Herbert 
Owen, Daniel 

Pagden, Edward Francis 
Parr, Charles 

Peacock, Anthony Fawcett 
Peele, Richard de Courcy 
Perkin, Charles Thornton 
Petherick, Edward 
Pethybridge, Henry Mudge 
Phillips, James Cross 


Pickford, Joseph Hardy 
Pidduck, Charles Woodward 
Platts, Alfred 

Pollitt, James Burton 

Pope, Walter Henry 


Preston, John William 
Prince, Henry 

Prior, Henry Granger 
Procter, John 

Pumfrey, Henry 

Rainey, Charles Frederic 
Reynolds, Llywarch, B.A. 
Reynolds, Louis Baillie 
Richards, John Richard : 
Richards, Thomas Glasbrook 
Ridley, Edward Louis 
Robinson, George Thomas Preston 
Robinson, Thomas Wallace 


Rooper, Henry Napier 

St. ‘be, Henry 

Scales, George 

Schlipffer, Ernest Adolphus 
Scott, Robert Alexander 
Shepherd, George Herbert 
Shields, Frederick William 
Shute, James Ashley Binford 
Simpson, Harry Edward 
Smith, William Thomas Arundel 
Smithers, Leonard Charles 
Southgate, Charles Francis 
Spencer, Richard Henry 
Springmann, Paul, B.A. 


Abinger, Bernard Emanuel 
Addison, Arthur 

Adlington, Albert Edward 
Allingham, Arthur Fairlie 
Asprey, Joseph William 
Baker, Arthur Edward 

Ball, Kenard 

Barlow, Richard Llewellyn 
Barker, Henry Charles 
Bartlett, George 

Bathurst, Algernon 

Batt, Henry John 

Beaver, Frederick 

Bellerby, Alexander Leonard 
Birch, Frederick Chatfield 
Birchall, George 

Blears, Walter Heywood 
Boulton, Arthur 

Bradley, Augustus Montague 
Brandon, Edgar Morris 
Brierley, Arnold 

Brighten, Henry Williams Bicks 
Brown, Alfred Edward 
Brown, Charles James Robb 
Bubb, Johu 

Buckmaster, Alfred Christopher 
Bull, Harold Thomas 
Calhoun, Walter Leslie 
Calley, William 





Carlyon, Edmund Laurence 
Carnelley, William 


Robson, William Goodfellow, B.A. 


Henry 
Thompson, Arthur Holt 
Thompson, Samuel, B.A. 
Thompson, Simon Frederick 
Thornely, Thomas Heath, B.A, 
Todd, William 
Tomlinson, John 
Tovey, Raymond A Hall 
Townsend, Walter ‘les 
Tudor, Henry Edmund 
Tyrrell, Richard 


Urmston, ur Brabazon 


Phillips, William Alfred Maclure, B.A. Voss, John Matthew 


Waddington, James Charles 
Wadge, Frederick Collett 
Wadham, William James 
Walker, Arthur Mewburn 
Walker, Harold 


Powell, Samuel Christopher Herbert Wallhead, Spencer 


Walsh, John Ernest 
Walsh, Shelford 
Wardley, William Arthur 


Webb, Harry, B.A. 

Webb, Robert Hervey 
Wells, George Edwin 

West, William Lenn 
Wethey, Richard Edward 
Wheat, John Bristowe, B.A. 
White, Hugh 

Wilkie, Alfred Gammon 
Williams, Frank Harold 
Williams, Llewelyn 
Williams, Lawrence Gardner 
Willianson, John Arnot 
Willoughby, Frederick, B.A. 
Wills, Maitland, B.A. 
Wilson, Thomas Watson 
Wood, Charles Alfred 
Wood, Edwin 

Yates, James Deakin, B.A. 
Yewdall, George 

Young, Charles Vernon 


The following candidates were successful at the intermediate examina: 
tion held on the 19th of June, 1884 :— 


Carter, Arthur George William 
Carter, Robert 

Cham: owne, Philip H , BA. 
Chapple, William Edwin Pitfield 
Ch , William Christian Henry 
Clapp, John Tucker, B.A. 
Cockshutt, Nicholas 

Collins, James Adolphus 

Cook, Alvah James 


Corfe, 

Cranston, William 
D’Angibau, William, B.A. 
Davies, William 

Dickinson, Thomas Frederick 
Dobinson, Percy Jackson 
Douglass, James Ley 

Druitt, John 

Dunderdale, Charles 
Edmunds, Henry Edward 
Ellis, Alexander Adcock, B.A. 


Emms, Frederick George 
a Thomas Robert 
ve, Henry Ernest 

Farrington, Charles Joseph 
Ffinch, Hen John 
Filder, Leslie 
Fisher, Edward Francis 
Fisher, Henry 

Charles Ridge 
Foulkes, John Charles Griffiths 
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Hobbs, H. James 

Holden, i 

Hole, Robert 

Howell, voy Herbert 

Hughes, ~~ John Labrey 
tt 


James, Henry Ernest 
Jones, Edward Henry 
Kelly, Patrick Charles 
Kendall, Edmund Walter 
King, Richard Oakes 
Knott, Joseph Robert 
Ledbrook, Arthur William 
Leigh, John Frederic, B.A. 
Lister, John Edwin 

Lovett, William Ashley 
Lu , Edwin Basil, B.A. 
McNeil, Andrew 

Marson, Arthur Thonias, B.A. 
Mason, Francis Burton 


Newstead, Cecil 


Edgar 
Nicholson, John Harbottle, B.A. 


Oberbach, Charles William 

Oldman, Henry Louis 

Omerod, William Henry 
Walter 


~_ oo — 
ynn 
Pascoe, George Willi 


illiam 
Perowne, Edward Stanley Mould 


Phillips, Arthur 
Pickstone, Charles Herbert 


Pitfield, John 

Porter, James 

Potts, Hubert 

Poynder, Alfred James, B.A. 
Price, Hall Towrye 
Reynolds, Alan Swatman 
Rhodes, Christopher Tate 
Richardson, Joseph 

Rouse, Percy Fitzroy 
Salmon, Harold Masterman 
Sandford, Richard 
Shearman, John George 
Shoosmith, William Buxton 
Shotter, Stanley George 
Sillem, George 

Simmons, Harry John 
Simon, George Humphrey 
Simpson, Thomas Stephenson,B.A. 
Smith, Arthur Berks, B.A. 
Smith, Charles Murray, B.A 
Somers, Alexander Charles Crofton 
Somerset, Herbert 

Spowart, Henry William 
Sproat, Thomas 

Stamer, William Edward 
Stephenson, Richard Mesey 
Stroud, John Arthur 
Thomsom, Frederick Samuel 
Thornton, Charles 
Thursfield, William Brunton 
Tillett, Alfred William 
Waddy, Samuel Garbutt 
Wadham, Charles Henry 
Warner, Charles Edward 
Watkinson, Joshua, B.A. 
Watson, Francis 
Weatherall, Henry Burgess 
Welman, Frank Pepin 
West, John Henry 

White, Robert Stanley 
Wilde, Archer Donnithorne, B.A. 
Wilkinson, John Du Cane, B.A. 
Wilks, Richard 

Willis, George Harry 
Winterbotham, Lindsey Dillon 
Wire, Cecil David Travers 
Witty, John Percy 
Woodhouse, Victor Harry 
Wormald, John 

Woulfe, Algernon Thornton 
Wright, Frank Thurlow 











OBITUARY. 


MR. JOHN JONES. 


Mr. John Jones, solicitor, of Swansea and Llandyssil, registrar of the 
Swansea County Court, was killed near Llandyssil on the 2nd inst. He 
was driving with his wife and several of his children when the horses took 
fright and gallopped down a hill. Mr. Jones was thrown out of the carriage 
and received injuries from which he died in about an hour. This sad 
occurrence has been deeply lamented in the district. Mr. Jones was the 
son of Mr. David Jones, of Gellifaharen, and was born in 1823. He was 
educated at Cowbridge Grammar School, and he served his articles with 
his uncle, Mr. Benjamin Evans, of Newcastle Emlyn. He was admitted 
a solicitor in 1849, and he had since practised at Swansea and other towns 
in the neighbourhood. He was for some years registrar of the Neath 
County Court, and as recently as 1883 he was appointed registrar of the 
Swansea Connty Court (Circuit No. 30) and district registrar under the 
= Acts. Mr. Jones was buried at Llwynrhyddwen, on the 2nd 





LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Evwaup Pexcy Jonsoy, solicitor (of the firm of Robinson, Watts, 
& Jobson), of Dudley, Stourbridge, and Amblecote, has been ‘elected 
hg tor the Borough of Dudley. Mr. Jobson was admitted a solicitor 
in 1878. 

Mr. Joun Boxoveu, solicitor (of the firm of Barber, Currey, & 
Borough), of Derby, has been Ley Registrar of the Belper and 
Ilkeston County Courts (Circuit No. 19), in succession to Mr. Wondforde 
Beadon Wovdforde, who has been appointed registrar of the Derby County 
Court. Mr. Borough was admitted a solicitor in 1856. 


Mr. Evowm Swwer Hantianp, solicitor (of the firm of Hartland, 
Davies, & Isaac), of Swansea, has been appointed Secretary to the 





Swansea Liberal Association. Mr. Hartland was admitted a solicitor in 
1870. 


Mr. Sypney H. Pzppar, solicitor, of 4, Palmerston-buildings, Old 
Beoad-street, E.C., has been appointed by the Governors of New York, 
Pennsylvania, Lllinois, Massachusetts, ifornia, and Nevada, to be 
Commissioner of Deeds, Oaths, &c., for these States; and is empowered, 
in England, to take acknowledgments of deeds and other documents so 
as to enable them to be recorded and read in evidence in those States, to 
administer oaths, and take affidavits, evidence, depositions, and the 
acknowledgments of married women, to’ be used in those States, and 
also to officially certify copies of English records or public documents so 
as to enable the former to be read in evidence in the United States courts, 


Mr. Epwarp Henry Fraser, solicitor, of Nottingham, has been ap. 
inted Clerk to the Governors of the Nottingham High School. Mr, 
Prncer was admitted a solicitor in 1872. 


Mr. James Joun Hoorzer, judge of county courts and recorder of 
Southmolton, has been appointed a Magistrate for Somersetshire. 


Mr. Joun WeExtts, solicitor, of Aylsham, has been appointed a Com. 
missioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Joun James Heatu Sart, barrister, has been appointed Recorder 
of the Borough of Leicester, in succession to the late Mr. Charles George 
Merewether, Q.C. Mr. Saint is the son of the Rev. John James Saint, 
rector of Speldhurst, Kent. He was educated at Eton and at Christ 
Church, Oxford. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Easter 
Term, 1854, and he practises on the Midland Circuit, and at the War- 
wickshire, Coventry, and Birmingham Sessions. He has been recorder 
of the borough of Newark since 1870, and he is a revising barrister. 


Mr. Freperic Crark, solicitor, of Gloucester, has been appointed a 
Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature, 

Mr. Rosert Norais, solicitor, of Union-court, Castle-street, Liverpool, 
has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme 
Court of Judicature. 





DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS, &c. 

Artuur Barnes and Hersert Russert (Barnes & Russeli), solicitors, 
Lichfield. June 30. 

ArtHuR Ropert CHAMBERLAYNE and Epwarp Davies (Chamberlayne & 
Davies), solicitors, 16, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. July 1. 

(Gazette, July 4.] 

Henry Newnuatp and Evetyn Suenarp Fatxner (Newbald & Falkner), 
solicitors, Newark-on-Trent. June 30. 

Wituram Axsert Hospes and Wittoveusy Norsury (Hobbes & Nor- 
bury), solicitors, Stratford-upon-Avon. June 30. [ Gazette, July 8.] 








LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS, 


July 3.—Royal Commission. 

The Royal Assent was given by Commission to the following Bills:— 
Customs and Inland Revenue; National Debt (Conversion of Stock); 
Settled Land; Greek Marriages; Summary Jurisdiction over Children 
(Ireland) ; Sea and Coast Fisheries Fund (Ireland) ; Loans for Schools and 
Training Colleges (Ireland) ; Colonial Attorney’s Relief Act Amendment; 
Metropolitan Board of Works (District Railway Ventilators); London 
Street Tramways (Extensions), and numerous visional Orders Con- 
firmation Bills. 

Bills Read a Second Time. 

Summary Jurisdiction (Repeal, &c.) 

—_ Court of Judicature Acts Amendment. 

Fisheries Act (1877) Amendment. 


Bills in Committee. 
Private Briu.— Tramways Provisional Orders (No. 3). 
Improvement of Lands (Ecclesiastical Benefices). 


Bills Read a Third Time. 

Private Br1s.—Winwick Rectory; Jarrow Corporation; Woolwich 

Equitable Gas. 
July 7.—Bills Read a Second Time. 

Private Brris.—Great Western Railway (No. 1); Plymouth, Devon- 

rt, and District Tramways; London, Chatham} and Dover Railway 
Further Powers) ; Uxbridge and Rickmansworth Railway; Lea-bridgé, 
Leyton, and Walthamstow Tramways (Extensions); Barry Dock and 


Railways. 
Eek Government Provisional Orders (No. 4, 7, 8, 14, and 15). 


: Bill in Committee. 
Fisheries (Oyster, Crab, and Lobster) Act (1877) Amendment. 


Bills Read a Third. Time. 
Private Birts.— Manchester, Sheffield, and_Lincolnshir 
(Additional Powers); Croydon Corporation, 
Newcastle Chapter, , 


Railway 
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July 7.—Bills Read a Third Time. 

Parvatz Brmis.—Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway; East London 
Railway; South-Eastern Metropolitan (Lewisham, Greenwich, and 
District) Tramways. 

New Bill. 


Bill to legalize marriage with a deceased wife’s sister (Lord Hovenron). 
HOUSZ OF COMMONS. 
July 4.—Bills Read a Third Time. 
’ Purvate Brixrs.—Caldicot and Wentlooge Levels; Eastern Bengal 


Railway. 
July 7.—Biills Read a Second Time. 
Sea Fisheries (1868) Amendment. 
Cruelty to Animals Act Amendment. 
Bill in Committee. 
Colonial Prisoners (Removal). 
Bills Read a Third Time. 
Private Birts.—-Hallett’s Estate; Lincoln and Skegness Railway ; Tees 
Conservancy. 
Election (Hours of Poll). 
July 8.—Bills in Committee. 
Colonial Prisoners (Removal) (passed through Committee). 
Sea Fisheries Act (1868) Amendment. 
Bills Read a Third Time. 
PrivaTe Brrt.—Llanfairfechan Water. 
Ouse (Lower) Improvement. 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 


THE CIRCUITS. 
(Concluded from p. 641.) 


(i.) The Sheriff of the county of Warwick or his deputy, and the Clerk of 
the Crown for the said county or his deputy, shall attend at the Assizes vt 
Birmingham as well as at Warwick, and all Justices of the Peace and 
Coroners bound by law to attend at the Assizes, shall attend at the said 
Assizes at Warwick or Birmingham according as their usual place of resi- 
dence may be in the said Warwick Division or Birmingham Division respec- 
tively ; and such Justices and Coroners as have no residence in eithe: of the 
said divisions, shall attend at that one of the said places which shall be 
nearest to their usual place of residence, and all the Mayors, Stewards, and 
Bailiffs of liberties, hundreds, and wapentakes in the said Warwick Division 
thall attend at the Assizes at Warwick, and those in the Birmingham 
Division at the Assizes at, Birmingham, and every Justice of the Peace shall 
certify his examinations, informations, inquisitions, bailments, and recog- 
nizances in respect of offences which under this Order are to be tried at the 
Assizes at Warwick to the Clerk of the Crown before or at the opening of 
the Court at Warwick, and in respect of offences which are to be tried at 
Birmingham before or at the opening of the Court at Birmingham. 

(k.) The Sheriff of the county of Warwick shall summon a Grand Jury 
from and for the body of the said county, which shall attend at the Assizes 
at Warwick, and shall be sworn for the body of the whole county as hereto- 
fere, and another Grand Jury which shall attend at the Assizes at Birming- 
ham and be sworn in like manner, which said two Grand Juries may consist 
in whole or in part of the same or different persons. 

(.) The precept issued by the Judges of Assize the Sheriff of the said 
county of Warwick or other minister to whom belongs the return of the 
jurors for the trial of the issues at the Assizes in and for the said county to 
fummon jurors for the said Assizes for the trial of civil and Criminal issues, 
and to summon special jurymen to try the special jury causes at such Ass‘zes 
pursuant to the provisions of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1852, or any 
other Act or law skall direct the said Sheriff or other minister to summon 
such jurors and special jurymen respectively for the purposes aforesaid at 
the said Ass'zes at Warwick and Birmingham, respectiv-ly, and the said 
Sheriff or other minister shall accordingly summon a competent number of 
men named in the jurors’ book to serve on juries indiscriminately on the 
civil and criminal side at the Assizes at Warwick so as such number be not 
less than 48, nor more than 72, and also a competent number of the like 
— to serve on juries indiscriminately as aforesaid et the Assizes at 

rmingham, so as such number be not less than 48 nor more than 72; and 
the suid Sheriff or other minister shall also summon a sufficient number of 
*pecial jurymen, not exceeding 48 in ell, for each place to try the special jury 
causes at each of the said Assizes at Warwick ont Birmingham respectively, 
provided always that the Sheriff or other minister in summoning juries to 
attend at Warwick or Birmingham respectively shall have re; to the 
®nvenience of jurors in reference to their respective places of residence, 
henge also that the High Court of Justice or any Judge thereof, or the 

udges named in the Commissions of oyer and terminer and other Com. 
missions for the said county, may at any time direct a greater or less number 
summoned in any of the said cases, whereupon such ter or less 
Rumber shall be summoned accordingly, and provided also that it shall be 
lawful for the High Court of Justice or any Judge thereof at any time to 
any further or other or special directions or orders to the said Sheriff 
& other minister as may be necessary. 

(m.) Every person who shall have served asa juror at any of the said 

Astizes shall have the like privilege and exemption by virtue of the County 


Juries Act, 1825, or an oe 


the whole county, all _ pro’ 
Common Law Procedure Act, 1852, and any other Act and 
summoning of ee ae 

serve indiscriminately on the civil criminal side and 
force with respect to each of the said Assizes 

Birmingham respectively. 


same may id in the “‘ Warwick Divisi 
acco! as the cause of action may have 

Provided nevertheless, that it shall be lawful f 

or any Judge thereof if they or he shall thi 

one division to the other, whether the cause 

actions where issue bas been already before 

shall be tried at Warwick, unless the said Court, 

otherwise order. 

(o.) In all cases of indictments removed into the High Oourt of Justice 
certiorari or otherwise, and in all cases of civil criminal inf i 
filed in the Queen’s Bench Division of the said Court, friable at the said 
Assizes for offences alleged to have been committed, or matters alleged to 
have arisen, in the county of Warwick or otherwise triable therein, the trial 
of any issue or issues arising therein shall take place at the Assizes at 
Warwick, unless (in the case of indictments) the said High Court, or an 

Queen’s Benek 


Judge thoreof, and (in the case of informations) the sai 
Division, or any Jadge thereof, shall otherwise order. 

(p.) The High Court of Justice, or any Judge thereof, or any Commis- 
sioner named in the Commissions of gaol eas or oyer and terminer for 
the county of Warwick, may, if such Court, Judge, or Commissioner think 
fit, order and direct that the issue or issues upon any indictment ‘found by 
either of the Grand Juries at Assizes at Warwick or Birmi respec- 
tively shall be tried at any Assizes to be holden at either of the said places, 
and order and direct any prisoner or accused person to be t up or 
appear, as the circumstances may require, at either of the said places, and 
may direct a writ of habeas corpus or issue any other necessary direction for 
the pu Provided that this power of changing the place of trial shall 
not apply to the case of any heretofore committed for trial. 

(g.) very recognizance which shall be entered into to appear and prose- 
cute or give evidence to appear and answer, as the case may be, at the 
Assizes to be holden at Warwick or Birmingham shall, in case such order or 
direction as aforesaid shall have been made or given as aforesaid, be obliga- 
tory on the parties bound by such recognizance so as to compel them 
to appear and prosecute or give evidence or to appear and answer, 
as the case may be, and to do all things therein mentioned at the 
Assizes at which by such order the trial is to take place in like 
manner as if such recognizance had —_ originally a into for 
appearing and prosecuting or giving evidence or appearing and answer- 
Pope p Sa Acs other things at such last-mentioned : Provided 
that one week’s notice shall have been given either by serving the 
same personally upon the parties bound by such r ce, or by 
leaving the same at the place of residence as of which such partic: are 
described in such izances, of the change of the place of trial, and to 
appear at the place to which the trial has been changed: Provided also that 
the Court or Judge making such order for trial or removal as aforesaid shall 
cause the party applying for such order, whether he be the prosecuting party 
or the party charged, to enter into a recognisance in such sum and with or 
without sufficient sureties as such court or judge may direct, conditioned to 
give such notice as aforesaid to the parties bound by such recognisances. 

(r.) The venue in all indictments and all informations shall (whea neces- 
sary) be stated to be as of the County of Warwick with the addition of 
‘* Warwick Livision ” or “‘ Birmingham Division,” as the case may be. 

8. Notwithstanding anything herein contained, but subject t> the express 
directions of this Order, the district of the said “ Division of Birmiagham " 
shall continue to be part of the County of Warwick. 

9. In order to enable the Judges so far as may be possible to leave no 
cause untried at any place on any circuit, one of the Judges in London (in 
accordance with a rotatien to be settled for that purpose) shall, with 
sanction of the Lord Chancellor, and on request the Judge or J — on 
any circuit, proceed to any on such circuit in aid of such Judge or 
Judges for such time as may be necessary. 

10, When any Judge has been absent from London on cireuit for 35 
days, he shall be entitled on his request to be relieved bya Judge from 
London of the same Division, according to a rotation to be settled by the 
Judges for that purpose, and to take the place of such Judge in London. 

11, The two Schedules hereto and the-directions therein shall be taken as 
part of this Order, and shall be taken as model sche:nes to be followed as far 
as may be consistent with the requirements of the business of every oocasiou 
to which they have to be adapted. 

12. The names of all the Judges of the Supreme Court shall be placed in 
every Commission, to the intent that the duties necessary to be performed by 
such Ju under each such Commission may be F ssigy form by one or more 
of such Judges at each place appointed for hol Assizes in conformity 
with the Schedule to this Order. Lage 
13. It —S gent fm! Judge on circuit, if he | aoe ego it 
necessary in order to enable the business at any particular ny con- 
cluded, or for other good cause, to postpone the Commission y at any plave 
or places, and whenever a Judge shall thus the Commission ne 





sate Pal oo pias, to say dey niet Oe OS 
days of public rest) next after the day theretofore fixed by the Judges for 
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the Commission day, he shall immediately inform the Lord Chancellor of his 
having so done, and of the particulars of the reasons why he has so done, 
and in all cases he shall cause such public notice of the postponement to be 
given as the circumstances of the case admit. SB 

14. Henceforth it shall not be necessary to read or proclaim in Court at 
any Assizes the Royal Proclamation against vice and immorality heretofore 
accustomed to be read or proclaimed, and it is hereby directed that the Com- 
missions at all Assizes be opened by producing in Court the Commission or 
Commissions under which they are to be holden before the commencement of 
the business of the Assizes on the first day of the Assizes on which a Judge 
shall sit in Court at each place without reading them at length, and by the 


Officer of the Court shortly stating that the Judges or Judge present at the 
Assizes are, or is, thereby with others appointed to hold the Assizes. 
15. The expressions “ Summer Assizes” and “‘ Winter As-izes’’ in this 
Order shall be construed as referring to the Assizes heretofore usually 
holden during the summer and winter respectively for the dispatch of both 
civil and criminal busieess under any Commissions of Oyer and Terminer, 
Gaol Delivery, Nisi Prius, or Assize and other Commissions, or any Com- 
misssions issued in lieu thereof under the Supreme Court of Judicature Acts, 
1873 and 1875, or any Acts amending the same. 
16. This Order may be amended, added to, or repealed by order in Council, 
C. L. PEEL, 





SCHEDULE I. 


—_—_— 






























































A B Cc D E F&G H&I K L 
Nortuern. | N. Eastzan. | WESTERN. — S. Eastern. | Oxrorp. Mipuanp. | N. Warzs. | S. Waxzs, 

Monday, June 30 = jedi = wal 5 ide oe ... |Reading Aylesbury am 
Tuesday, July 1 set ~~ aes od _ say vail pa oF a we nd 
PE EB ida tes 5 Sk eae oats am Dagpsner 0 a 
Thursday ,, 3 .. |Oxford Bedford oi’ 
Friday - 3 4 ons Me as » “a 
Saturday ,, 5 Si Northampton “a 
Sunday oe | } — — 
Monday ,, 7 Shrewsbury 
Tuesday ,, 8 Ty aie poe ey Se ca is ss ea ove | ase ae 
Wednesday,, 9 . |Lancaster Newcastle (Salisbury (m))Maidstone bi aa =r ... |Leicester es oe ee bs 
Thursday ,, 10 Fd és abe a a yh es ive Cambridge Hereford , : Newtown (yp) |Haverford- 
Frida; “i . |Appleby... | eS ot — io nod ecw oe on [west 
Saturday ,,1 ind dog Dorchester Dolgelly , 
Sunday » 13 an — os oe 
Monday ___,, 14 .. |Carlisle a es Monmouth |Oakham i .. |Cardigan 
Tuesday ,, 15 ‘ = re ‘ .. {Nottingham |Carnarvon ee eel 

H 2 
Wednesday ,, 16 = woaeks wee Ray. ae | Wells (n) Guildford (r) [Huntingdon |... <a oe ans = _ a 
Thursday ,, 17 il wdal Durham | oes rea al ot ... |Gloucester os Beaumaris (Carmarthen 
TS ee Cee eee oi edt hui - 
EY eS Oke < eow ih aso ase Bury (0) Lincoln Ruthin 

i 2 

Suuday 9 20 
Monday __e,, 21 pat ade eee A ... |Brecon 
Tuesday _,, ote \Bodmin Ce, Te ee a at 
Wednesday ,, 23 : wa a ne Norwich Worcester rae Mold — atl 
Th y 2 York Exeter Bs a oe ... |Derby ee Presteign 

2 2 2 
Friday _—,, 25 an a? Pte oe Bae ~~ ele 
Saturday _,, 26 | 2 
Sunday OF rears: | 
Monday _,, 28 | Chelmsford |Stafford | 

| 2 
Tuesday ,, 29 wee — Leeds Bristol Warwick 
| 2 2 2 

Wednesday ,, 30 bed si he as wey we vee | ~ 
Friday Aug. 1 . | wie ess | pie canapeenarg a .. |Hertford Birmingham Swansea (q) 

| | | 2 
Saturday ,, a ie | 
Sunday ,, 3 
Monday ,, 4 | ig | ... Winchester Lewes Ht bg oe ae nid Hs 

| 2 
Tuesday ,, 5 sot bo saa 
Wednesday ,, 6 ise | as ae 
Thursday ,, 7 ie ae 
Friday ” 8 ose «6 ove SES ages | 
Saturday ,, 9 | ind | ed ee | me 

| 




















Nore.—G joins F, July 28. I joins H, July 15. 


(m.) Salisbury and Devizes are as heretofore to be alternative places, and 
Assizes are to be held there according as the Judges may on each occasion 
when fixing the dates thereof determine. 

(#.) Wells and Taunton are as heretofore to be alternative places, and 
Assizes are to be held there ‘according as the Judges may on each 
occasicn when fixing the dates thereof determine, : 


(2-) Bury and Ipswich are as heretofore to be alternative places, and 


Assizes are to be held there according as the Judges may on each occasion | 


when fixing the dates thereof determine. 


(p.) Newtown and Welshpool are as heretofore to be alternative places, 
and Assizes are to be held there according as the Judges may on each occa- | 


sion when fixing the dates thereof determine. 


(qg.) Swansea and Cardiff are as heretofore to be alternative places, and | 


Assizes are to be held there according as the Judges may on each occasion 
when fixing the dates thereof determine. 

(r.) rd and Croydon are to be alternative places, and Assizes are 
occasion when fixing 


to be held there according as the Judges may on 
ine. 


the dates thereof determ 





F and H return to Town, July 31. 


G and I join at Birmingham, 


| SCHEDULE II. 


Sittings at Manchester and Liverpool for ordinary Assize Business as follows '— 
Manchester eee 25 October 


Liverpool” . « 5 November 
Manchester wy in as 15 February 
Liverpool ids he che aa tae 1 March 
Manchester — as on a ved In April 
Liverpool } es bee ” see \ Prisoners only 
Manchester dis vie da vee .. 15 June 
Liverpool 4as oo jaa «. 26 June 


Sittings at Manchester and Liverpool at the same or such other times as may 
| appointed for hearing Chancery Causes with Wituesses, 

The dates of these Assises may be altered as may be consistent with the 
requirements of business by the Judges at any such meeting held for the 
purpose of fixing the dates of the Assizes, 








Monday, 
Tuesday 
Wednesd 


Thureday 
Friday °° 
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LEGAL NEWS. 


We receive, too late for insertion 1 this week, a letter from Sir T. H. 


, with reference to 


p. 633), stating that the Board of Trade 


any objection to 


the case of Er voted The Board o F Reete (ante, 
ave never ente ee ex- 
h of arrangement in small bankru) 





The following gentlemen have joined the board of the Law Union ‘Fire 
and Life Insurance Company:—E. J. Bristow, Esq., president of the 


Incorporated Law Society; Edric Ba; 
Hawker), solicitor, Raydon-house, T 


solicitor, Stafford; T. D. 


ley, Esq. (firm—Bayley, Adams, & 
‘ooley-street; OC. F. Hand Esq., 
B. Rawlins, ae. mf solicitor, Wimborne ; and 


0. W. Wasbrough, Esq., solicitor, Bristo 
At the opening of the assizes on Tosiey at Newcastle, Mr. Justice 
Manisty, in charging the grand jury, referred to the new rules and to the 
changes which had been made. He remarked that he thought he would 
be speaking the sentiments of some of the gentlemen present when he 
said they would be very glad to return to some things which had been 
_ The Judicature Acts were to have chea apr litigation and 


make everything go more sweetly, but the fac’ 


was that they had 


doubled the cost of litigation, and the number of appeals had quadrupled, 
the Court of Appeal being overburdened with work. 





COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 











Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
Court or Mr. Justice 
Date, APPEAL. Vv. 0. Bacon. Kay. 
Monday, July ..coccees. 14 Mr. Koo Mr. Lavie Mr. Pemberton 
Tuesday eececece eesseee 15 Clowes Pugh Ward 
Wednesday .cscsccccsesese 16 Koe Lavie Pemberton 
Thureday coccccceccccce LF Clowes Pagh Ward 
Friday ....+ pinecone OD Koe Lavie Pemberton 
Saturday .. seecece 10 Clowes Pagh Ward 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
CuITrTr. Norra. Pearson, 
Monday, July .sccsecess Mr. Carrington Mr. Merivale Mr. Teesdale 
Tuesday .... ol Jackson in Farrer 
Wednesday... Carrington Merivale Teesdale 
Thursday .. Jackson in; Farrer 
Friday ....+ Carrington Merivale Teesdale 
Y coccvccccccocces Jackson King Farrer 
COMPANIES. 
WINDING- UP NOTICES. 


Jotmnt Stock CoMPANIEs. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
CotzrorD Hematire IRoN ORE Company, LIMITED.— m, V.C., has by an 
order, dated Ma: * eocenes Richard Alabaster, Gatlin chbrs, Basinghall 


st, to be gicial x lator 
N’s STREET PAVIN' 


G@ Company, Louw1rep.—By an order made by Chitty, J. 


dated June 24, it was ordered that the winding up of the ) SOR be continued. 
Wansey and Bowen, Moorgate st, solicitors for the petitioner 
Instock CoLLIERY CoMPANY, LIMITED.—Bacon, V.C., by an order, dated June 
2%, appointed Edward Roberts, Millstone lane, Leicester, to be official liquidator 
Kgnway’s Etzctric Loc SynpicaTE, LimiTED.—By an order made by * J ‘ 
dated June 26, it was ordered that the voluntary winding w 


be continued. Coburn and 


4 be~ t ddoner 
soune. Leadenhall st, ponent = ae co 


Lan, LOAN poapeaes, eof. : =< ¥¥ ra Ee = . Sour AFRICA, 
uly 16, at 12, a cham ‘or a) pointment 
of an official liquidator z a * 

Norton VENTILATOR COMPANY, LIMITED. ———— for win up, presented 
July 3, directed to be heard before Pearson, J., on July 12. urst and Co, 
Old J a , Solicitors for the yee 

ALACB OF VARIETIES COMP. LiuitED.—Petition for win up, 


resented 7 uly 1, 1 directed te be heard 4 betore Pearson, J., on Saturday, J 12. 
Lancaster pl, Strand, agents for Lister, Wolver! ton, 


ailictor f fo bw petitioner 


AND NORTH AFRICAN TRADING COMPANY, 
o or peiwe Sept 1, ad —_ their names and 


tsand c 
Nov 3, at 12, is appointed 







—Credi are required, 
and the particu of 

Walbrook. Monday, 

upon the debts an 


to Harrington Evans 
for hearing and 


Teoer AND AGENCY Company, LimiITED.— Chitty, J., has by an onder, date dated June 


21, appointed Baker Philip Danielis, 59, Moorgate st, to be oma Har 


METAL 


uidator 
Gasette, July 4.) 
Company, Liw1TED.—Pearson, J., 7 by an order, 


CUMBERLAND Roap 
dated June 28, ordered that the company be woman. up. Flowerand Nussey, 
Great Winchester st, agents for Munby and Scott, ‘ork, solicitors for the 


petitioner 
PEOPLE’s IND 


—Petition for winding 


Free InsurRANCE CoMPANny, Lru1rTEp. 
up, uD, Presented July 3, directed to be Beas § before Chitty, J., on July 12, Pake- 


in person 


Ry , Old a cewey, petitioner 
t. GkoRG NE COMPANY, LIMITED.—Creditors are req on or before 
ug 19, to — their 1 names and "addresses, and the particulars of r debts or 
claims, to George Bogeis, 15, St Swithin’s lane. Sat , Oct 25, at 11, is ap- 
pointed fc for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 
v (Gazette, July 8.) 
ORIENTAL BANK CoRPORATION.—Chitt 
= ds a ai sy 4 dated June 19, 
Pointed Thomas Abercrombie Welton, 5, Moorgate ,, be official auidator |? 


Nom AND Bourn Wootwich Supway Company.—By an order made by Bacon, 


t was ordered that the company be wound An’ 
et hE N 0 up. wyl, 


eotuninster, solicitor for the petits 








Ouran at Bank coer tires ant tor pecan are quired, 0 
Thomas Aberorombie ‘Wolvone 40, ani the particule 9 
pane ot for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 


5 oF Laxqusras. a 8.1 


Pe dese x Oe Ih ies 23, “Eras orders he vol tary Yon 
nce! — e aa e uni 
the com; be continued. yenponk Sous 


= the petitioner 
New FERRY BRICK AND TILE COMPANY, or —Petition 

— Juuly 3, directed to be heard *pefore the Vice Ghaneatior on ior ou July te 14. 

er, Harrington st, Liverpool, agent for Peace and Eliis, 
ine ee petitioners 
[ Gazette, July 4.] 
ABBEY MILL SPINNING CoMPANY, re = Crete are seamtond, on or before 
— - “yr ott their names and she partionlars of their debts or 


. July 3i, ys 12, —¥¥- onry Pownall, ‘Princ and sn Mancheaor upon athe acts ant 


a —- ER Mit Comp. —The Vige ecice hes, Pe 
order dated May 27, appointed A Wile a Heppard, Blackburn, to be cial 


liquidator 
SYKE A Mitt Company, Luwrrep.—The Vice-Chancellor by oe ete: Coed 
June 24, appointed J. ohn Broxap, Shepherd’s ct, 
William Henry Morris, Over Down, to pe joint official liquidators. Creditors 
are required, on or before July 29, to send their names addresses, and the 
paver. of their debts or to the above. Thursday, raday, July 31 31 at 11.30 is 


appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 
[Gasette, July 8.] 
Frrenpiy Soctretres Demoam. 
SUSPENDED FoR THREE MONTH 
Copunees os al FRIENDLY BENEFIT BOOLETT, G Golden Lion, Butcher row, 
oven 
CREWE Lovat Ons ORANGE LopGE, Rifleman Inn, Beech st, Crewe, Chester. J: 
Ss. GzorGE’s LODGE OF THE DEwsBURY ODD FELLOWS, Royal Hotel, Mark 
Dowels , York. July1 
ETHODIST FREE CHURCHES PROVIDENT BENEFIT SOCIETY United 
Methodist f rose Church Sunday School, Moorhouse, Milnrow, Rochdale, Lan: 
cas y 
WILLIAM THE THIRD BURIAL AND BENEFIT SocretTy or LoyaL ORANGEMEN, 
Rifleman Inn, Beech st, Crewe, Chester. July 1 
[Gasette, July r 


MAYER’s GREEN FRIENDLY SOCIETY, Psi baad st bldgs, bed Bromwich. J 

St. Mary CuurcH FRIENDEY MALE BENEFIT Soorety, the Schoolroom, St. 
Church, Devon. July 1 

ae Ls a 8 BRANCH OF 7a CaTHOLIC BENEFIT SOCIETY, Catholic Schoolrooms, 

junbury on 

WHEATON ASTON Sexavoraye FRIENDLY Socrety, Hare and Hounds Inn, 

Wheaton Aston, Stafford. July 3 
(Gazette, July 8.) 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOF, 


Donps, Susanna, Green terrace, Clerkenwell. Sept1. Pethig v Beal, Chitty, J 
Kidder, John st, Bedford row 
Evans, GHARLES, Maindee oF Howper)s Monmouth, Timber Merchant. Sept 1. 
Beynon v Beynon, Chitty, J ‘ n, Newport 
Grsson, JOHN Hart, @ Grimey. ie Pawnbroker. Aug 30. Gibson v 
— Pearson, J. beephenecs. Great G 
ILLIAM, Cliftonville, Sussex, Florist. July 28. Morris v Miles, Bacon, 
Roni o . Gan Oot T <7 Lian’ wilewyngyil, Angl Gent. Aug. 9 
BERTS, GRIFFITH, THOMAS, esea, ug. 9. 
iberts v Roberts, Saw, < = wast andudno 
SPINK, GEORGE Poot, on Hull, § Solicitor. July 30, Jackson v Spink, 


Bacon, V.C. Jackson, Ki — 
- =e (Gazette, July 4.1 
SANDERSON, RICHARD MANNERS, Avenue rd, St. John’s A og Siockhvetes. Sept 
1. Bassett v Sanderson, Pearson, J. Hale, St Mildred’s ‘oultry 
a 8.) 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP, 33. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


| Barctay, Eximza, Blackwell, near Darlington, Durham. July 31. Hutchinson 


and Lucas, 
Baows,. WILLIAM Gustavus, Sydenham, Kent, General. Aug 1. Austin, Cole- 


Cuaxstxo, morrape Srru, Hurstpierpoint, Sussex, Postmaster. July 31. Buck- 


ocnmnann ~~ ae ANNE, Brighton. A Shaft, Brighton 

Dacnes, Admiral | Sir StpNE¥ CoLPors, eob, 3 Brighton. Aug 20, Gordon and 
0 

DAVIES, GEORGE SYDNEY, Swansea, Glamorgan, Solicitor. Aug1. Hartland and 


Co, Swansea 
ForDHAM, JANE, Royston, Cambridge. oo 15. Butler and Middlebrook, Leeds 
Gannren, CHARLES, Box, Wilts, Stone Merchant. Estes 30. Simmons and Co, 
GRIFFITHS, JoHN, Ha Flint, Gent. Aug 4. wn and Rogers, Ch: 
tres nee New ttington, Derby, Minos ‘ie $1. + and 
Horton, HED Yoxont. J 30. Ho and Whitehall . 
InnIncwoRTH, W. Timber peng there Aug 30. Mifdialeton and 


Sons, Leeds 
Inve Rev THomas shied Charlynch, Somerset. Aug 1. Poole ahd Son, 


ter 
rf LEIGH, ee emp =. July 81, A gay Winchoomb 
Bermondsey, Aug li, Bay- 
yet and 


Poitens fla 
KIneHaM, v Aon, BE ok, Cnicie. July 30. Gush and Go, Finsbury 


Laks, Marta, Foulis Onslow gdns. 1. J; and A Friars 
| Lang, Many, Attleborough, Norfolk ee ga P i ha 
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Omron. THomas, Loughborough, Leicester, Machinist. Sept 29. Toone and 
a = (ES gg ee upon Hull, Gent. Augi. Hearfields and Lambert, 


Ronn, Fawny, Blackheath. July 19. Lawrence, Charing cross 
SLADE, Montacu MAULE, Hampton Court, Major. Septi. Gard, Se 
Tomas, CHARLES WILLIAM, Rochester, Kent, no business. li, 
. sore, Thornbury, Gloucester, Yeoman. Aug 8. Scarlett and Co, 
WEICH, ——, Shepton Mallet, Somerset, Innkeeper. Aug 15. WNalder, 
le 

Woon, SamMvEL, Great Yarmoutii, Builder. Aug4. Baker, Great Yarmouth 

' Gazette, July 1.] 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


vay 15.—Mesers. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER, at the awe dues 
2p.m., Freehold Estates (see advertisement, June 14, p. 6; and June 28, 
July 16. Messrs. Epwin Fox & BousFIELD, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., Freehold 
Leasehold Properties (see advertisement, June 14, p. 13). 
ow, 16, 17, and 18.—Messrs. NorTon, , WATNEY, & Co., at the Mart, Free- 
d Houses and Estates (see advertisement, June 14, p. 2; and this week, 


pa. 
July 17.—Mesars. BUCKLAND & Sons, at the White Hart Hotel, Windsor, at 2 for 
3 p.m., Freehold Estate (see advertisement, July 5, p. 3). 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
Dyvne.—July 4, at The Grove, Highate, the wife of John Bradley Dyne, of Lincoln’s 
inn, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 
JonEs.—July 5, at cote Dower House, near Carshalton, the wife of E. 
Jones, ee ie, of a daughter. 
Picxrorp.—July 5, at 101, . a pant Liverpool, the wife of W. Pickford, 
barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 


MARRIAGE. 
Woons—Hotrrorp.—July 5, at B ss Jlill, Herbert Woods, of Warrington, 
solicitor, to Alice, denshter of the late Francis Holford, of Burgess Hill. 


DEATHS. 
Davison.—June 30, at Kimberley, South Africa, Charles Frederick Davison, M.A., 
of the Inner Temple, barrister-at-law, aged 35. 
Grwizy.—J ul 3, at seseinge Wells, Henry Amelius Adams Gridley, M.A., 
barrister-at- 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


BANKRUPTS. 
Under the ager He sn 1869. 
TUESDAY, July 884. 
Lane, Thomas Bruce, Green lanes. Pet Dec Si. 1 Taalitt, July 22 at 11 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Frmay, July 4, 1884. 
Johuston, Henry, Cannon st rd, Commercial rd, Brick Merchant. June 30 
TUESDAY, July 8, 1884. 
Butler, Samuel, and Alexander Muir Smeeton, Leeds, General Drapers. July 4 
THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
: Fripay, July 4, 1884, 
Aifate, Alfred May, Bentley, Suffolk, Farmer. Ipswich. Pet June18. Ord 


am June 25 
age og” Welwyn, , Eianitegdahhien, Hay Merchant. Hertford. Pet July 2. 
uly 2 Exam Aug 20 
Bauer, Tne, Cable st, St George’s East, Baker. Lay Court. Pet June 30. 
pons June 90. Exam July 90 at 11 at 2, Lincoln's inn fic _ 
ion, Ro’ ‘ue Brook, nr y ool, Estate Agent. ve’ l. Pet Jul 
2. Ord J July 2.. Exam July 14 at 1 is . ee : y 
end. | South Osset, Yorkshire, Cloth Manufacturer. Dewsbury. Pet 
mm Ord J he Exam July 22 
Bure! ali, Sy Leeds, Hosier. Leeds. Pet June 24. Ord June 30. Exam 
Capel, Oped Obed ort, Vere Woburn pl, Russell sq, Tourist. High Court. Pet 
1, Exam Aug®9 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’sinn fields 
‘Aaron, ore al ‘oh nr_ Chesterton, Staffordshire, Grocer. Hanley, Burslem, 
and Tunstall. Pet June 30. Ord June 30. Exam July 23 at 11 at Townhall, 
Crook, unite, Over Hulton, Lancashire, Baker. Bolton. Pet July 2. Ord July 
orp ns a Wrederick; Heicham, Nort Ik, Builder. Norwich. P 
eric’ eigham, Norfo! er. Norwi t July 2. 
xam July 16 at 12 at Shirehall. Norwich Castle 2 - " tha a 
Edward, Tonbridge = Dairyman. Tonbridge Wells. Pet June 28. Ord 
une 28. Exam July 29 at 
Diy Cather apudheses, Widow. Salford. Pet June is. OrdJuly 2. Exam 
Fa Peter, Middlesborough, Yorkshire, Watchmaker. Stockton on Tees and 
Miidlesboroueh. es July 1. Ord July 1. Exam Jnly 11 at 11 at County 


Court, Stockton 
Firth, Jobn, Lay ha ge Mungo Manufacturer. Wakefield. Pet June 
e 
Gorrin, og mduly 2 Brighton, is AA Maker. Brighton. Pet July1. Ord July 1. 
Grimshaw, M., Moss Gate, nr Bolton, Lancashire, Paper Maker’s Agent. 
Bolton. pee Me ora July 2. Exam July 23 at 11 pai i! 
Han Edward, and George Ross, Lenton, Eottingham, Joiners. Notting- 


ham. Pet June 28. Ord June 80. Exam Aug 12 
Thomas, Northallerton, Yorkshire, Innk 


r. Northai 
Pet June 27. OrdJune 27. Exam July 11 at 12 at the 


llerton. 
ourt-house, North- 


Lake, Edward, Park pl, Chai Builder. High Court. Pot Jal Tune 


on Bt ob 11 at ee inn fiel 


mf. Weston, i 4- » Yarn Merchant. Bradford. Pe 
June 30. Ord Exam J’ : 
re ; a rae, Isle of of bap, ad SP fection Builder. Newport and Ryde. Pet 
d, Isaiah. Sheffield, Boot Manufacturer. Sheffield. Pet June 90. Ong 
June 30. Exam July 24 at 11.30 
Penrose, Sarah, Northowram, nr Halifax, Draper, Widow. Halifax. Pet July 
Poy over!» ant ae Lyme, Staffordshire, out of b 
e ew e un out of business. 
Burslem. and Tunstall. Pet July 1. OrdJuly1. Exam July 23 at 11.30 at 
i) 


le 
'Treherbert, Gemenpenchicn, Grocer. Pontypridd. Pet June», 
Roberson, Benjenin, + re Wheelwright. 
une 30. Exam July 15 ; 
Clapham rd, Builder. ae Court. Pet June 30. Ord 
une 30. Exam July 31 at 11 at 34 
oe Edward, rast, Kingston ween Hull, Brickmaker. Kingston upon Hull. Pet 
Batten: + eae Birmingham, Jeweller. Birmingham. Pet June 18. On 
June 30. Exam July 17 
June 16. Ord June 30, Exam July? at 10 
Tapeny, John Lavers, Es rd Devonshire, Grocer, Exeter. Pet July1. Om 
Vi. ord Henry, George Solicitor. High Court. Pet Ji 
June 30. saree Yar ’12 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn ffelds ges 
—_—-=* Licensed Victualler. Wolverhampton. 
2. Ord July 2. Exam J’ 
July 15 ati 
illiams, Charles Henry, Cardiff, Ironmonger. Cardiff. Pet July1. Ord July1, 
Exam July 16 at 12.30 
uly 17 at 11 Pat Court house, Carlisle 
Wee dhouse, David ord, Mansegnem, Timber Merchant. Nottingham. Pet 
Woodward, bg aay junr, Men . i Suffolk, Farmer. Bury St Edmunds, Pet 
27. Ord June 30. Exam aoey 24 at 2 
Pet Ord od 1. Pay 17 at 1.15 
A Lower Thames st, London, Refreshment Contractor. 
fields 
The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the London 
Bete. Charles Walter, Sleaford, Lincolnshire, Solicitor. Boston, Pet June 
Ord June 25. Exam Aug 14 
a Sarah Rebecca, Macclesfield. Macclesfield, Pet Juneié. Ord June 
30. Exam Sept 13, Official Receiver, Macclesfield 
Alderton, Alfred May, Bentley, Suffolk, Farmer. July 14 at 12.30. Official Re- 
ceiver, % Westgate st, Ipswich 


Pore yt 
June 30. Exam July 22 at 2 
Croydon. Pet June 30, Org 
ce, Daniel Sleeman, 
34, Lincoln’s inn 
uly 21 at 11 at the Court-house, Townhall, Hull 
Swift, John Thomas, Barrowden, Rutlandshire, Fellmonger. Leicester. Pet 
Julyi. Exam July 17 at 
, Lombard st 
at hea Bilston, 8 
bi‘: J ray os haa 
Whitwell. Henry George, York, Painter. York. Pet June 19. Ord July 2. Exam 
Wale Eoving. , Kirkbampton, Cumberland, Farmer. Carlisle. Pet July 2. Ord July 
Ord July 2. Exam Au 
Wane William Henry, O Lancashire, Self Actor Minder. Oldham. 
High 
Court. Pet Fine 12. Ord June 30, Aug 12 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s-inn- 
Gazette of June 27, 1884 
ORDER FOR ADMINISTRATION IN BANKRUPTCY OF EsTATE OF DECEASED DEBTOR. 
First MEETINGS. 
Broome, Walterton rd, St Peter’s Park, Builder. July 11 at 2. 33, Carey 
st, 
Burchell, Edward, Leeds, poee. July 14 at 11. 


coln’s inn 
Official Receiver, St Andrew's 
chbrs. 22, Park row, 


Cole, William Kingswood orn Gloucestershire, Boot Manufacturer. July 11 at 
al Receiver, Bank chbrs, Bristol 

on e, yoo Red st, nr Chesterterton, — ay pata Grocer. July 11 at 4 
ope cial Receiver, Nelson pl, Newcastle under Lym 

Cue Justice, Over Hulton, Lancashire, Baker. Tuly 14 at 12. 16, Wood st, 

olton 

Day, Edward, Tonbridge Wells, Dairyman. July 11 at 2.30. Official Receiver, 
Gtosvenor Fi rd, Tonbridge Wel's 

=. John, Horbury, nr Wakefield, stone Manufacturer. July 11 at 12,8. 


fficial Receiver, Southgate chbrs, Wakefi 
eum. George Harrison, Shipley, , Yorkshire, Boot Maker. July 11 at 11. Official 


ceiver, Ivegate chbrs, Bra 

Jackson, Maria. Coventry, Widow. July 12 at 11. Official Receiver, Whitehall 
chbrs, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Hanley, Francis Julian, Oakley st, Chelsea. July 14 at 12. 33, Carey st, Lincoln's 

Hesien, @ George Faaseee. Northallerton, Yorkshire, Innkeeper. July 11 at 11.9 


= 





, Northallerto 
Hill, George Alfred, an d Frederick Pardow Hill, Studley, Warwickshire, Needle 
Manufacturers. July 12 at 12.30, Official Receiver, Whitehall chbrs, Colmore 
row, Birmingham 
are, Henn) ‘Joh. Ashchurch, Gloucestershire, Miller. July 12 at 4.45. Swan 
ote! ‘ewkes 
ue ldich, SS Walter, Sleaford, Lincolnshire, Solicitor. Aug6at3. Sessions 
8) 
ne, : hemes, Dorking, Surrey, Bricklayer. July 14 at 12. Red Lion Hotel, 
Mossiand Isaiah, Sheffield, Boot Manufacturer. July 14 at 3. Law Society's 
Rooms, Bank st, Sheftiel 
Newland, Frederick oe Seen, Greengrocer, July 11 at 2. Official 
Receiver, 109, Victoria st, Westminete 
Passingham, John, Colnbrook, Buckinghamshire, Blacksmith. July 12 at 10.8. 
Herbert and Son, 62, Peascod st, Windsor 
Penrose, Sarah, Nort! howram, nr Halifax, Draper. July 14at12. Official Receiver, 
Town chbrs Crossley st, Halifax 
Pe per, aang - = hee Newcastle under Lyme, out of business, July 11 at 3. Official 
cei vee, Nelso mn x Re Newcastle under Lyme 
Phillips, John. er meet, Glamorganshire, Grocer. July 14 at 12. Official 
Receiver, Merth = 
Roberson, Benjam i Wheelwright. July 11 at 11. Official Receiver, 
109, Victoria st, Westminster 
Ryder, Edward, Kingston upon Hull, Brickmaker. July 15at 11. The Hall of 
the Hull Incorporated Law Society, Lincoln’s inn bldgs, Bowlalley lane, Hull 
Smith, John, Liverpool, Pawnbroker. July 15 at 2. Official Receiver, Lisbon 
bldgs, Victoria st, verpool 
Francis, and James Jefford, Villiers rd, Willesden green, Builders. July 
arey st, Lincoln’s inn 
rinks, yey? Edward, and Edwin Brown! Stockwell rd, Brixton, House 
rators. July 14 at 11. Bankruptcy bl rtugal st, Lincoln’s inn 
ymour, Sherborne lane, Be Merchant. July 14 at2. 





les 
itey bi Portugal 
pee eB rn Cl Jeweller. July 16 at 11. 
chbes, Seen ot B Bhs 
Rutlandshire, Fellmonger. July 14 at al 





lackson, Maria, Coventry, Warwickshire, Widow. Coventry. Pet May 24. Ord } 


er Exam July 14 at 3 





~~. a4 od Thomas, 
Treeby, John Lavers, uay . July 15 at 2. Gugen’a = Hotel, ote er vor 


Receiver, 28, Fries lan: oy 
Whitwell, Henry George, on. Painter. Tuly 14 at 12, 





Official Receiver, 
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)fficial 
Official 
ceiver, 
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July 
House 
“4 at 2. 


ceiver, 
at 8 


York 





_July 12, 1884: 


THE soLictToRs! JoURNAL. 





am 





ad, Te omas, thi 


Oficial Reosiver, 3, 


wage, W chbrs, og Sarr st, Oldham 


i, Lewis, Henrietta st, Covent garden,Gem Ring Maker. HighCourt. Pet 


swich 


Bal ar 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


‘ar 5. Ord June 19 


Ashby, 4 = jpomes, 


uly 1 
Rhyl, Confectioner. B: I. ps zane 24. Ord July1 
“ghey Penakos Yorkshire, Wate ker. Stockton on Tees and 


Ord J 


e younger, Mendlesham, Suffolk, Farmer. July 14 at 11.30. 
Lancashire, Self Actor Minder. July 15 at 3. 


Spears, Buckinghamshire, Provision Merchant. Ayles- 


——abe 


Suited, Thess, Dewsbury, Fancy Draper. Dewsbury. Pet July 5. Ord July 

See metas oe Licensed Valuer. Sheffield. Pet July 
Wheatley, he ty ottingham, Bootmaker: Nottingham. Pet June 24. 
The following Amended Notice is pp xk for that ibe in the London 


Gazette of the 12th 
Roberts, Alicia Eve Westbourne pk Court. PetJan 
17. OrdJune 19. 


ee 
xam Augi at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fie 





gt in Pouitry, Assistant rn A Optician. High Court. Order made | Groves, Wil +s George, W ‘ . orf ery enrasy es Court. Ord May 26 
si under sec 103, Ord July 2 ' Rescindi, .y 2 All yo, paid in full 
ton, John Hamilton Jenkin, pees House, near Tiverton, Devonshire 
= Exeter. PetJune3. Ord July ¢ , % Fiast MEETINGS. 
5 he — a Rhyding, near Neath, Glamorganshire, Pig Dealer. Neath. "| anaes Dna Hertfordshire, Hay Merchant. July 16 at 11. White 
a Ord Jul Hart Ho’ Velwyn, Herts 
ne, Fo hn, Poole, Boot Manufacturer. Poole. Pet June 13. Ord June 30 omas, Worcester, Glove Maker. July 18 at 11,30. Official Receiver, 
Heslop, George Thomas, Northallerton, Innkeeper. Northallerton. Pet June 27 pivarcester 
u 


Boil deonee Henry, Wallis *) Hackney Wick, Bedstead Manufacturer. High 
Court. Pet May 31. 


ndston, John 
ee Ord June 


Ord July 


7 a Nottingham, Timber Merchant. Nottingham. 


Pet 


Pg ee Avendet st, Haymarket, Solicitor. July 17 at 12. The Red 
o arehai 
Samuel, Rochdale, Lancashire, Millwright. Townhall, 


Lion 
July 16 at 3.3). 


me... Henry, Cable st, St George’s East, Baker. J 17 at 2. 33, Carey st, 
Hume, James es Robert, Sunderland, Licensed Victualler. Sunderland. Pet June Lincoln’s inn -. sf 
10, Ord Bird, Reginald, piford, Paster of Artsand Fellow. July 23 at 11.30. Official 
James, Henny, Mitcheldean, Gloucestershire, Chemist. Gloucester. Pet June Receiver, 126, H. xford 
23, Briggs, Edmund, sect, Foskshire, Cloth Manufacturer. July 5 at 3. Official 
rns Phillips, Liverpool, Clothier. Liverpool. Pet June 17. Ord Receiver, Bank chbrs, Batle 
‘uly 1 B 8, George, and Richard sings, Delton in Wupaens, Joiners. July 16 at 1.30. 
Nixon, Matthew, Harrowgate, Gent. York. Pet May 10. Ord June Official Receiver, 2, Paxton terr, in Furn 
, Edward, Whitworth, Lancashire, Joiner. Oldham, Pet = 26. Ord Paces, William Mu , Montague pl, Russell sq. esuly 17 at 11. Bankruptcy 
Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
, Emma, Newcastle under Lem, out of business. Hanley, Burslem, and Bo, ey, John, Camberwell New rd, Sawmill Proprietor. July 15 at 12. 3, 
» ee y rd July 


Puillips. 3 gokn, Treherbert, Glamorganshire, Grocer. Pontypridd. Pet June 30. 


aeard, Brockley, Kent, no occupation. 


Ord June 30 


June 30 


Smith, John, Liverpool, Pawnbroker. 


Greenwich. Pet June 5. 


Ord 
, Edward, Kingston upon Hull, Brickmaker. Kingston upon Hull. Pet 

i 2. Ord July 2 
en, Edward, 


Park lane, Barrister at Law. High Court. Pet March 22. 
Smith, Henry, Mile End rd, Cheesemonger. 


incoln’s inn 


st, 
Bull, Walter Fzoneuk, Park ridings, Wood Green, Paper Stock Merchant. 
pony, 18 at 2. — > rey st, Lincoln’s inn 


a, Zones, cester, Stationer. July 17 at 3. Official Receiver, 28, Friar 
e, Leices' 
a James, Leeds, Grocer. July 18 at 11. Official Receiver, 22, Park row, 


Curtis, Frederick, iotgihom, Norwich. Builder. July 16 at 10.30. Official Receiver, 
Queen st, Norwich 


High Court. Pet May 26. Ord Dee therine,  eanchenien, Widow. July 16 at 11.30. The Court houre, Fn- 
combe p) 
Liverpool. Pet June 24. Ord July 1 =, Francis Vincent, Bridge rd, Stemess. On Coffeehouse Keeper. July 16 at 11, 
Treeby, John Lav ers, Torquay, Devonshire, Grocer. Exeter. Pet July Y. Ord Official Rareivet, 109, Victoria st, Westmin 
1 


We ouse, Thomas, Tonge, near Bolton, Solicitor. 
Ord July 2 


Bolton. Pet June 18. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
TUESDAY, July 8, 1884. 


Albutt, Beary, Birmingham, Jeweller, Birmingham. Pet June19. Ord July 4. 


Andrews, Alfred, Bury ¢ St Edmunds, Builder. Bury St Edmunds. Pet June 24, 
u 


Ord July 5. Exam 


st, Jo 


, Nottingham, Baker. 


uly 24 at 2.30 at Guildhall, Bury St Edmun 
Nottingham. Pet June 20. Ord July 4. Exam 


Bache Themen, Worcester, Glove Manufacturer. Worcester. Pet July 4. Ord 
July 4. Exam Ju aly 22 at 11 
ord, Herbert, dell st, Haymarket, Solicitor. Poole. Pet June3. Ord 
Pa A Exam July 21 at 12 at Townhall, Poole 
ih, Samuel, Rochdale, Lancashire, Millwright. Oldham. PetJuly 2. Ord 
July 2. Exam "July 17 at 1.80 
Bird, Reginald, Oxford, Master of Arts and Fellow. Oxford. Pet July1. Ord 


July 3. Exam July 25 at 11.30 


Burdett, Vocgus, Leicester, Stationer. Leicester. Pet July 3. Ord July 3. Exam 


Aug 6 at 1 


Ske, ef Leeds, Grocer. 


oo. 
Court. 
Evans, 


bert, Braunton, Devonshire, Farmer. 

July 4, Exam July 18 at 11 at the Bridge-hall, Barnstaple 

a James Edwin, Hi 

Ord July 3. Exam Jul 

Ford, Thomas, Blaenavon, } semmouthahire, Grocer. 
July 4. Exam July 17 at 1 


Leeds. Pet July 5. Ord July 5. Exam July 15 


—, and — Carstanjen, Great Winchester st bldgs, Stock Brokers. igh 
Pet May 17. 


Ord ‘Tuly 5. Exam Aug §8 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fiel 
Barnstaple. Pet July 4. Ord 
Stockport. Pet July 


Tredegar. Pet July 4. Ord 


eaton Norris, Lancashire, 
17 at 11 


Baker. 


Geary, Daniel, Great nal al Buckinghamshire, out of business. Aylesbury. 
June 26. Ord July 2. Exam Aug 20 at 12 at the County-hall, Aylesbury 


ie Holms, Oxford st, Wife of James Goggs. High Court. 
8, Ord July 83, Exam Aug 8 at 11 at 84, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Gray, 5 aden! Bradford, Yorkshire, Farmer. 


July 22 at 


‘et July 


Bradford, Pet July 3. Ord July 3. 


12 


Hampton, Henry, jun, Halesowen, Worcestershire, ost Manufacturer. Stour- 
bridge.” Pet July 3.’ Ord 


y 3. 
, Israel, Manningham, Bradford, Tioner. 
July 5. Exam July 29 at 12 


seal aren, 5 M 


July 3. Exam July 25 at 11.3¢ 


Bradford, Pet July 5. Ord 
nddyslwyn, Monmouthshire, Newport (Mon.). 


Farmer. 
uly 5. Exam July 28 at 11 


immes aay nena, ‘Draughtsman. Birmingham. Pet June 19. 
oe July 4. Exam Jul 


Jordan, Jesse, Forest Hil, & l, Kent, Baker. Greenwich. Pet June10. Ord July 4. 


som July 39 at 1 


st 2, sreymouth, Dorestehten, Tobacconist, Doatchester. Pet 


July 3. Ord July 


Exam July 1 


i, Barham, Kent, Glatt in Holy Orders. Canterbury. Pet 
Henry, Praed be 


akin, Pentist. High Court. Pet April 


July 4. Exam Aug 7 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Mie Hrn: 


Pet May 28 


Ord J 


ry Hawes, ~~ st, Member of the Grafton Club. se Court. 


Exam Aug 7 at 1 at 34, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 


Moores, Alfred Foceuhy Wareham, Dorsetshire, Outfitter, Poole. Pet July 5. 
Ord July 5. Exam 21 at 12.30 at Town hall, Poole 
Preece, George William, Bristol rd, Gloucestershire, Beer Retailer. Gloucester. 
Pet J duly 3 Ord July 4, Exam Aug 12 

re * sams he Bedfordshic, "Hat Maker. Luton, Pet July 4. Ord 
Rees W ope ey & mews, Princess ter, Regent’s park, Cab Proprietor. High 
Cour. Pet June 17. Ord July 4. Exam Aug 7 at 1i at 34, Lincoln’s-inn- 


Maberts, John, Falmouth, Cornwall, Cabinet Maker. -Truro. Pet July 4, Ord 


o 


Amos, Ba: 





. Exam July 30 at 11 
pyeesaete, Cop pertand, Hotel 


Sag a Pas, AF July 5 
23. July 22 at 12 


Cockermouth and 
Pet July 8. 


June 21 y 5, Exam July 19 at 19 
orkshire, Grocer. Bradford, 


Firth, James Edwin, Heaton Norris Kancashire, Baker. July 16 at 11.30. Official 


Receiver, County 2 ch Market pl, 
Follows, J Henry, Stafford, Clicker. July 16 at 12.30. County Court Offices, 
Official 


Ford, Thomas, Blaenavon, Monmouthshire, Grocer. July 18 at 12. 
Receiver, Merth ydafil 
righton, Bootmaker. July 15at12. Official Receiver, North 
st, Brighton 

Gray, James, Bradford, Yorkshire, Farmer. July 17 at 3.30. Official Receiver, 
Iv ezate chbrs, Bradford 

Grimshaw, T. M., Mosesgate, Lancashire, Paper Maker’s Agent. July 15 at 11. 


16, Wood st, Bolton 
Hampton. Henry esowen, Worcestershire, Boot Manufacturer. July 17 
at 11. Western wet Birmingham 
Lenton. ,, Nottingham, Joiner. July 16 at 1130. Official 
Receiver, paanee yam Nottingham 
on, teccver and Geo ree Ros Ross, Nottingtian Nottingham, Joiners. July 16 at 11. 


Lake, Eawart Park pl, Hocteey, Builder. July 18 at 2. shidinatar bldgs, 

Portu, incoln’s inn fields 

lave ¥ Aad Thomas, Weymouth, Dorsetshire, Tobacconist. July 16 at 1.15. 
flicial Receiver, Salisbw a 

ad e, Harry, Ryde, Isle of a Carriage Builder. July 16 at 1. Official Re- 

ceiver, Newport, Is'e of Wight 

Some. Frederick, St John _ st rd, Islington, Boot Dealer. July 17 at2. Bank- 
ruptcy vedes, F Portugal st, Lincoln’s i inn fields 

Phillips, W erson, Rye lane, ot Hosier. July 18atit. Bank- 

ruptcy bids, B Portugal st Lincoln’s inn 


ent, George. Luton, Bedtord, tte ae Manufacturer, July 18 at 11.30. 
rge Hotel, George ola 
Roberts, Alicia Evelyn, ll Park crescent, Widow. July 18 at 11. 33, 


By 4. Lincoln’s inn 


eorge, Lamson, Setting, Joiner. July 16 at 12. Official Receiver, 
so walk, N <i —_ 1 
Smith, Martha A ord, Grocer. July 17 at 11. Official Receiver, Ivegate 
chbrs, Bradfo: ~ 


West, Septimus, ieitidei Staffordshire, Licensed Victualler. July 16 at 11. 
Official Receiver, St Peter’s close, Wolverhampton 
a Irving, Kirkbampton, Cumberland, Farmer. 


oe 17 at 3, 
sle 


31, Fisher st, 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Barker, Thomas, Bradford, out of business. Bradford 
Barnish, cashire, 


Pet June 19. Ord July3 
a Samuel, Rochdale, Lan Millenehee Oldham. Pet July 2. Ord 
uly 2 


Bloom, Louis, West Hartlepool, Dra Sunderland. Pet Srey, 5. Ord July 5 
; Joutton, John Lincoln, F —_ pein. Pet pane 2. 


Farmer. 0! 

3utt, Eli, Castle Cary, Somersetshire, Grocer Yeovil. I Pet June 17, Ord July 4 
Buxton, eer teem, rocer. Leeds. Pet July 5, 

n, Samuel, Bradford, Yorkshire, Enginee Brion. Pet June 19, Ord 
5 


Follows, Henry, Stafford, Clicker. Stafford. Pet June 28, Ord July 5 
— n, Gow ge, Broadway, Denmark hill, Fishmonger. High Court. Pet May 


5 
Hobgood come, yr tene & » Owner. Bristol. Pet June7. Ord July 3 
Hass, Henry J John, Gloucestershire, Miller, Cheltenham. Pet June 


some, John Samuel, Merthyr Tydfil, Clothier. Merthyr Tydfil. Pet June 12. 

eve, ar ew Goong, Pe .) eee: Coffee house Keeper. High 
une 19 

Lane, Sante, Tee, Novtinehenashire, Grocer. Nottingham. Pet May 1. 


—_ phomes, sang Clawson, Leicestershire, Farmer. Nottingham. Pet June 


Ord Jul 
Mose, sane Newton, Birmingham, Traveller. Birmingham. Pet June 17. Ord 


Ora | Newland, Broderick Thomas, Croydon, Greengrocer. Croydon. Pet June 27. 
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Panmonien, nae, Brod, Crk, Bradtrd Pet Zane Poe duly 1. CONTENTS. 
Phovee, George William, Bristol rd, Gloucestershire, Ale and Porter Retailer. i | sig EERIE woverees oocagerses OS | Te eee ws v. 
Pye. © George William, Devizes, W: Wiltshire, Outfitter, Bath. Pet June 17. Ord} _“ A a ae Tae on “leh and Power Cou 
Rogers, Charles, Ashton under Lyne, Grocer, Preston. Pet June 18. Ord ae a ew BANK- ohen®? eae. teeeee ae: 4 
Bare hibarney sera oiigh Gqurt, Pet March 6. OTL JUS yp | Reoune DacmnOMs.n--u-- Tare dame seeseseccveervcscc 
Smith, Martha Ann, Bradford, Yorkshire, Grocer, Bradford. Pet July3. Ord ce NeW Mowe deceased, Wil- Law Stopes JOURNAL « steers 
Thompson, William, Doncaster, Yorkshire, Licensed Valuer. Sheffield. Pet PRscTios ApvEars “aeteeesenecese 658 yaean , APPOTITACENTS cease on 
Tagabua, Banus, Fiat ot Camden Town, Furnishing Ironmonger. High Court. | ¢ ASES | OF THe WEEE: aimee gt Pay, Cupane, Lesedi va sonbeeniowaa 661 
be a 1 George, Gateshead, Innkeeper. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet June 28, Ord —. -s Darley ‘Main Colliery Gomrasting atcccocsessserncocdcrs ms 
Wells, Isaac A., Syston, Leicestershire, Boot-Manufacturer. Leicester. Pet | West ondon Commercial Bank pny , A en am 
wWhitwel, oa iy oe York, Painter. York. Pet June 19. Ord Jul: | _ manent widing Society “ — eo 


e. 
weet July 1 Ord July 3 


Note a rhe order of adjudication made against Evelyn Stuart Blaker Roberts | 
on the 28th February, 1884, has been set aside by order of the High Court, dated 


the 19th June, 1884. 


‘William Henry, Oldham, Lancashire, Self Actor Minder. 


‘Oldham. 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, | 


Arti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality | 
with the excess of fat extracted. 
The Faculty pronounce it ‘* the most nutritious, per- 


| 


fectly digestible beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or | 


Supper, and invaluable for Invalids and Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 
Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all palsies keeps for years in all climates, and is four 
imes the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
with starch, &c., and In REALITY CHEAPER than such 


Mixtures. 
Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful 
to’a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny, 
Cocoatina a La VaNILux is the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibited. 
In tins at Is. 6d., 3s., 5s. 6d., &c., by Chemists and 
Grocers. 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. Scnweirzer & Co.,10 Adam-st., Strand, Tondon, W. 


EDE AND SOX, 


ROBE PBR MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Pan srne the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
dicial Bench Corporation of London &c. 
ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS, 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS 
Law Wigs and ob one for a Town Clerks, 


and Clerks of the P 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITE ea CLERGY GOWNS 


ESTABLISHED 1839, 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON 


LIFE ASSOCIATION OF SCOTLAND, 








(For Life Assurance and Annuities.) 
FUNDS nF .» £2,740,000 
ANNUAL REVENUE one £470,400 


LOANS made on Freeholds, Leaseholds, and other 





Anriue M. MITcHISON, 
Esq. 


| hold mortgages. 


! Fiveorns LAREWORTHY, 


CAMBRIDGE UNIVERSITY PRESS. 





Demy 8vo, cloth, price 18s. 


|AN 


INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY OF 


JUSTINIAN’S DIGEST; 


CONTAINS. AN ACCOUNT OF ITS COMPOSITION AND OF THE JURISTS USED OR 
FERRED TO THEREIN ; TOGETHER WITH A FULL COMMENTARY ON ONE TITLE 


By HENRY JOHN ROBY, 
Formerly Classical Lecturer in St. John’s College, Cambridge, and Professor of J urisprudence in 
University College, London. 


{DE USUFRUCTOD). 





London: C. J. CLAY & SON, Cambridge University Press Warehouse, Ave Maria-lane. 





ae NEW ZEALAND LAND MORT- 
GAGE COMPANY, Limited. 

Capital £2,000,000, fully subscribed by upwards of 950 
shareholders. .£100,000 paid up. 

The Company’s loans are limited to first-class free- 
The Debenture issue is limited to 
the uncalled capital. 

HomME DIReEcTors. 
Sir Witt1am T. Power, 

K.C.B. 


THOS. 
C.M.G. 


8 J. Bristow, Esq. 
W. K. GRAHAM, Esq. 
RUSSELL, Esq., 


irman of Gotonial. "Board— 


| Chairma 
The Hon. aa 2 FREDE. WHITAKER, K.C.M.G., M.L.C., 


ate Premier of New Zealand. 
The Directors are issuing Terminable Debentures 


bearing interest at 5 per cent. for seven or ten years, 


43 per cent. for five, and 4 per cent for three years. 
Interest half-yearly by Coupons. 
A. M. MITCHISON, Manaving Director. 


CCOUNTS.—To Svlicitors and Others,— 
An Accountant of many years’ experience 
Offers his Services. Prompt personal attention 
highest references.—Address, L. 8. _D., “Solicitor! 
Journal” Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


R. UTTLEY, Solicitor, continues to suc. 
cessfully Prepare Privately, in Class, and 
through the Post, for the Solicitors’ Preliminary, 
Intermediate, and Final Examinations. At the ‘Apri 





| Final one of Mr. Uttley’s pupils obtained Honours.—Ad 


Leade m. all- -buildings, Leadenhall-st., London, E.C. 








PERILS ABOUND _ON “EVERY SDE. 
‘THE RAILWAY PASSENGERS’ ASSURANCE COMPANY, 


64, CORNHILL, 


| Insures against Acsidents < all kinds, on Land or | 


Securities, including Life Interests, and Absolute or | 


Contingent Reversions. Loans upon Reversions are 
made at annual interest, or in consideration of a 
deferred charge 
London: 5, P Tcasheedctuect, and 123, Pall Mall; 
Edinburgh : ‘82, 'Princes-street. 


ESTABLISHED 1851, 


] IRBKBEOK BAN K.— 
Southampton-buildings, Chancery- lane, 


Current Accounts opened according to the usual practice | 


of other Bankers, and Interest allowed on the minimum | 


monthly balances when nct drawn below £50. No com- | 
mission charged for keeping Accounts. The Bank also | 


receives money on Deposit at Three per Cent. Interest, 
repayable on demand. The Bank undertakes for its 
Customers, free of charge, the custody of Deeds, Writings, 
and other Securities and Valuables; the collection of 
Bille of Exchange, Dividends, and Coupons ; and the 


aor ae and sale of Stocks and Shares, Letters of | 


redit and Circular Notes issued. 

A Pamphlet, with full particulars, on application, 
FRANCIS RBAVENSCROFT, Maneger. 

Slat March, 1880. 


A ESSRS. 





DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER’S LIST of 
ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, including 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting 
aud Shooting Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent 
Charges, House Property and Investments generally, is 

publirhed on the first day of each ‘hate effin 6 Oh foie’ be 


ebtainwd, free of charge, at their heapside, 
B.C. ita tals for two stamps.— 
for received not later than 


be 
Ys previous to the eud of the preceding month, 


| Acenulated Funa> 


| 
| 


| TOTAL INVESTED 


d has 
HE LARGEST ANVESTED CAPITAL, 
pARGEST INCOME, 


3 Yea: 
THE Lancet AMOUNT OF ‘SOMPENSATION 
f any Accidental Assurance Compan 
CuarRMAN: —HARVEY M. FARQ UHAR, Ese. 


| of one of the best houses, 


Sir ‘ED ae W. free | dress, 5, Clarence-street, Albert-square, Manchester. 
M.G. | 





NIVEBSITIES, Civil Service Legal, and 
Medical Preliminary, and other Examinations, 
Pupils from fourteen years of age prepared by a 
Tutor and Public Examiner nineteen years’ experi- 
ence; late Fellow of his College.—Rev. W. 
LANDSON, M.A., Great Braxted Rectory, Witham, 
ssex 


OOKS.—To Executors, Solicitors. 

Others.—-HENRY SOTHERAN & CO., 
Strand, W.C., Second-hand Booksellers, are prey 
to PURCHASE LIBRARIES, or Smaller Collections 
of Books, either in town or country, and to give the 
Utmost Value in Cash. Experienced Valuers sent, 
Removal without trouble or expense to ven 
(Established 1 1816. y 





and 


O SOLIC{TORS and Others.—Offices in 
Bedford-row.—To be LET, the Ground Flor 
comprising four 


| rooms, all communicating, and a strong room. 


are fitted with speaking tubes and numerous fixtures, 


; have just_ been thoroughly done up, and are ready 


Apply to the Clerks at the Railway Stations, the | 


ocal Agents, or 
West-end Office :—8, GRAND HoTEL BUILDINGS, 
CuaninG saom, 


Head Office :—64, CORNHILL, LONDON, E.C. 
WILLIAM J. VIAN, Secretary. 


N UKLOBKN AssU aaa a COMPAN x 
tablished 1 
FIRE AND LIFE. AT HOME “AND ABROAD. 





Lowvon: 1, iits 7 a, — AptepEEn: 3, 
INCOME & FUNDS cease - 
Fire Premiums ... oe £52010) 
Life Premiums ... oe 184.000 
Interest.. oes ove oe eee 


124,000 
£2,890.000 


HE OUMMEROIAL UNION ASSIUK- 
ANCE COMPANY.—FIRE, LIFE, or. 
Segtal fully subscribed scseseseee -seee - £2,500,000 
a paid-up ... "250,000 
Life Fund in Special ‘Trust! for Life Policy- 
: — 


holders — 
Other Funds e 

HNDS ve WAtids OF TWO 
Total Annual Premium Incomeexceeds .. 1,065,000 





a. eee ae sseewereseee 


Czizr Orrices: 19 any 20, CORNHILL, LONDON,E.C. 
Waser Ewp Ovrrioz: 8, PALL MALL, LONDON, 8.W. 








for immediate occupation. Rent £150 per annum, # 
include rates and taxes.— For further partioulsa 
apply to E. BRoMLEY, 43, Bedford-row, London. 


AVENDISH CULLEGE, CAMBRBIUGE 


Four ey tae Ul of £30 each, tenable for 3 year, 
given, one by the Clothworkers’ Company, one by He 
Grace the D of Devonshire, K. Yo one by 
Morley, Esq., M. P., and one by E. B. Foster, » 
will be offered for competition on August 6, 7, and 
1881. Candidates must be under 17 on Augus' 6. 
The usual age of ae. being between 16 and 1,8 
Degree may be taken at = 

The College Charges oR Board (with a 
extra Term in the ody Vacation). and inclu 2 
necessary oxmanane of Tyition and University 
are £84 per annum. 

For er —enqmaiien apply to the Wasps, 
Cavendish College, Cambridge. er 


PURMISK your HOUSES or APABI- 








prices. No extra char, 


e for ti time given. 
Musee saa Cstaloguse, of 


road and 1 19, 20, Fee aed str 21, Morwell. aces aacwe 


“ 
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